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ABSTRACT
Choi, Hyeong-Gyu. PhD. The University of Memphis. May 2017. The effects of the perceived
social acceptance and the perceived social worth of a brand on brand content marketing. Daniel L.
Sherrell, PhD.
The aim of this dissertation is to examine the effects of perceived social acceptance—an
individual’s perception that he/she is included and valued in his/her social groups and relationships—and
perceived social worth— the value that an individual ascribes to him/herself and others—on individual
evaluations—intentions to continue content sharing, self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand. The
context used for this investigation is Social Networking Sites (SNSs).
The author postulates that SNSs users evaluate their virtual standing by observing audience
interactions and assign differential “value” (i.e., social worth) to others and even brands whereby those
weighted values affect SNSs users’ individual evaluations. It is thus hypothesized that the success of
brand content marketing can be significantly influenced by the extent to which SNSs users develop a
sense of belonging via reactions that their posted content entices from brands. Hence, the author argues
that audience reactions to posted brand content serve as environmental cues for social acceptance,
enhancing SNSs users’ individual evaluations of their worth and social status.
To test these hypotheses, the author examined the impacts of SNSs user perceptions of social
acceptance and social worth of a responding brand on their individual evaluations, employing a 2 (high
and low audience reaction volume) × 2 (positive and negative audience response context) × 2 (high and
low perceived social worth of a brand) between-subjects factorial design. The obtained results showed
that social acceptance and perceived social worth of a brand had a positive effect on SNSs users’ attitudes
toward the brand and their intentions to continue content sharing. Two-way interactions between social
worth of the brand and audience message context was supported, controlling for participants’ gender and
the extent of their involvement in content sharing. Participants’ perceived social acceptance had a
positive effect on their individual evaluations, suggesting that brand engagement with customers should
be an important component of brand marketing strategy. Furthermore, participants’ elevated self-esteem
had a positive effect on their intentions to continue brand content sharing and enhanced their attitudes
iv

toward the brand, demonstrating a positive effect of SNSs users’ brand engagement on brand content
marketing.

Keywords: Brand Content Marketing, Social media, Social networking sites (SNSs), experiment design,
perceived social acceptance, perceived social worth, peer-generated content, marketer-generated content.
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INTRODUCTION
Brand content marketing via social networking sites (SNSs)—YouTube, Facebook,
Twitter, LinkedIn, blogs, etc.—is a recent development in brand marketing strategies. It is
different from conventional mass media marketing (e.g., TV, radio, magazine, etc.), which tends
to overwhelm the viewers with advertising messages (Lee and Cho 2010; Klopfenstein 2011). As
a result of this information overload, viewers filter out excessive marketing stimuli (Rumbo
2002; Nelson-Field et al. 2013).
In contrast, the aim of brand content marketing is to gain the audience’s attention with
interesting, entertaining, and noteworthy digital media, such as YouTube videos; interactive
games; product images; videos; articles; and user-generated content, as a means of popularizing
their brand names. In addition to information-oriented content (e.g., product review videos and
online reviews), some companies disseminate branded entertainment—a convergence of
advertising and entertainment characterized by a blurred line between the two mediums (Hudson
and Hudson 2006).
Consequently, companies often engage in social media advertising campaigns,
encouraging consumers to disseminate content in the hope that their content is shared among
prospective customers that would eventually become high-value patrons. Owing to the growing
popularity of digital communication technologies and the Internet, customers are becoming a
vital part of the marketing sphere and many are often assuming roles of brand ambassadors for
their beloved brands (Ritzer et al. 2012). As customers are increasingly participating in content
creation and dissemination (Lusch and Vargo 2006, 2009), more frequent content sharing results
in greater exposure to prospective consumers. Noticeable brand content often earns the attention
of prospective customers and is likely to generate customer traffic to businesses. In exchange,
customers will engage with the content via consumption, sharing, and production, such as
1

creation of parody works. As a result, content enthusiasts can potentially become repeating highmargin customers (Halligan et al. 2009).
In practice, an emerging new type of Internet-based media, also known as social
networking sites (SNSs), enables firms to engage with their target audience in a timely and
interactive manner at a relatively low cost and a higher degree of efficiency compared to
conventional communication tools (Kaplan and Haenlein 2010). The increasingly popular SNSs
present vast potential for firms to connect with those who are genuinely interested in their
products and services, and can thus potentially influence revenue growth, reduce cost, and
improve efficiency (Baird and Parasnis 2011).
Nevertheless, as most of the brand-related content posted on SNSs fails to capture the
audience’s attention, it is difficult to justify the considerable investment that many firms dedicate
to content marketing (Satell 2014). As a result, the attention that an audience dedicates to brand
content has become the most desirable commodity for contemporary marketers. Hence, the main
goal of this dissertation was to explain the theoretical underpinnings of brand content marketing,
conceptualize the psychological motivations behind SNSs users’ brand content sharing, and
suggest managerial implications for successful brand content marketing.
Problem Statement
Much brand content fails to capture audience attention (Satell 2014), and such failures
may be rooted in firms’ lack of understanding of the fundamental motivations behind
individuals’ content sharing and the roles of reactions from others. SNSs users often seek and
enjoy any type of virtual reaction. For example, many sports fans actively ask for retweets and
favorites from their favorite athletes (Associated Press 2012), and explicitly boast about their
virtual interactions with professional athletes and celebrities. Those who are recognized often
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capture their virtual interactions and broadcast their virtual encounters with their network
members. Such audience reaction is somewhat contradictory to existing virtual norms because
digital content creations are inherently non-reciprocal (Marwick and Boyd 2011). As most
individuals provide opinions and information that are considered public property, content
contributors often give away their content to strangers. In other words, once digital content is
shared online, content providers gain no obvious reward other than intrinsic satisfaction from
contributing to the public wellbeing or gaining personal gratification from building virtual
reputation or expert status (Lampel and Bhalla 2007). Thus, it is not surprising that companies
are attempting to capitalize on the inherently non-reciprocal nature of social media, whereby they
often use SNS channels to broadcast digital content rather than to engage in a conversation with
the audience (Karuza 2013).
Despite SNSs capability to engage with prospective customers and convert customers
into brand ambassadors, firms are only moderately responsive to consumers’ SNSs
communication. Instead, their strategies tend to focus on product- or service-related issues
(Einwiller and Steilen 2015), even though many SNSs users are seeking an opportunity to
engage with brands whose content they find interesting. Hence, only a few companies manage to
entice customers’ attention, while most of the brand content remains unnoticed (Lampel and
Bhalla 2007; Fournier and Avery 2011) because many firms overlook the value of audience
engagement through interacting with SNSs users.
As social media becomes a more socially acceptable communication medium, the
manifested norm of non-reciprocal social media practice increases the value of public
recognition—something that was not possible before the Internet became widely accessible. In
other words, virtual recognition may be the missing link for successful brand content marketing
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because the non-reciprocal nature of virtual interactions significantly increases the worth of
recognition, which is the primary motivation for individual content dissemination.
Research Questions
The purpose of the current study was to investigate the effectiveness of brand content
marketing via SNSs. In particular, the author explores the impact of audience reactions and
virtual recognition of contributors’ work by brands on individual SNSs users’ content sharing
behaviors. The author conceptulizes a process model aligned with sociometer theory (Leary et al.
1995a; Lear 2003; Leary and Baumeister 2000) that explains brand content sharing mechanisms,
as shown in Figure 1 (main effects) and Figure 2 (interactions effects).

Figure 1: Brand Content Sharing Framework (main effects)
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Figure 2: Brand Content Sharing Framework (interaction effects)

The author proposes that SNSs users seek signs of perceived social acceptance—an
individual’s perception that he/she is included and valued in his/her groups and relationships
(Leary 2010)—through audience reactions, and perceived social worth of the individuals or
groups—the degree to which individuals are valued by others—that provide the sense of social
acceptance (Kilpatrick and Ellis 2006). The author’s fundamental premise is that SNSs users
engage in content sharing because they seek audience reactions, interpreting them as a sign of
social acceptance. Moreover, it is postulated that the identities of responders are highly important
to content contributors because they provide a different level of sense of inclusion. In that sense,
it is noteworthy to investigate the effects of audience response contexts on individual users
because if the identities of responders influence users’ self-esteem, the contexts of the reactions
also likely influence users.
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Positive audience responses are posited to enhance the dependent outcomes of individual
evaluations, such as SNSs users’ self-esteem, attitudes toward the brand, and intentions to
continue sharing brand content. In the same vein, when an individual user posts brand content
that generates predominantly negative reactions, it can be expected that it will negatively affect
the dependent outcomes of individual evaluations. According to the proposed framework of this
study, such negative reactions would not only undermine the SNSs user’s self-esteem but also
have a detrimental effect on his/her intentions to continue content sharing. Thus, it is
hypothesized that a series of negative audience reactions to posted brand content can
significantly disrupt brand content sharing, and eventually it may lead to a failed brand content
campaign. As elaborated later, the present study is guided by the premise that, as the sense of
inclusion enhances individuals’ self-esteem, the sense of rejection can significantly undermine
individuals’ self-esteem. Thus, the author poses the following research questions:
RQ1: Does perceived social acceptance in the SNSs sphere have a significant impact on
SNSs users’ self-esteem and content-sharing intentions?
RQ2: Does perceived “worth” of a brand’s response to SNSs users’ posts have a
significant impact on the individual users’ self-esteem, content-sharing intentions, and
attitude toward the brand?
The aim of this study was to investigate the main and interaction effects of the
aforementioned elements on the SNSs users’ psychological state, self-esteem in particular, along
with users’ intentions to continue content sharing and their attitudes toward the brand to which
the content pertains. In order to answer the research questions guiding this study, the author
designed an experiment as a part of which social acceptance (high vs. low audience reaction
volume and positive vs. negative response context) and the perceived social worth of a brand
(high vs. low) were manipulated.

6

Contributions of the Study
The unique contributions of this dissertation are two-fold. First, the author provides a
new perspective on the use of brand content marketing. The common practice of content
marketing is based on the premise that more noticeable content will earn the attention of
prospective customers and likely generate customer traffic to marketers’ websites. In exchange,
customers will engage with the content via consumption, sharing, and production, such as
creation of parody works. Hence, content enthusiasts can become repeating high margin
customers (Halligan et al. 2009). Overall, the ultimate goal of brand content marketing is to
attract significant numbers of audience members with noteworthy content, as this allows
marketers to increase awareness of their brands, as well as build memorable brand images.
The author argues that, as such logic only considers SNSs users’ content consumption, it
fails to fully account for the effect of such noteworthy content on individual users. According to
the theoretical conceptualization of this dissertation, individuals not only consume brand content,
but also receive intrinsic benefits by associating with brand content. When a SNSs user delivers
brand content that generates a high level of interest from his/her SNSs audience and/or gains
attention from a particular audience that he/she highly values due to the perceived status of the
responders, he/she will be portrayed as a successful SNSs user in the public domain. In other
words, brand content can potentially assist individual users in enhancing their virtual standing by
generating a high volume of audience reactions. Such positive feedback signals a high level of
social acceptance and/or allows SNSs users to gain virtual recognition from others who matter
greatly to them, providing a sense of belonging. Brand content marketing can be a most
influential strategy for cultivating groups of brand ambassadors who will continue to disseminate

7

brand content. Moreover, they will hold a highly favorable attitude toward brands because
notable brand content can enhance their virtual standing while benefitting marketers.
Second, the author further postulates that the perceived social worth of a brand has a
significant impact on individual SNSs users’ psychological state, self-esteem in particular.
Considering the current SNSs sphere, in which non-reciprocal interactions are dominant and
most of generated content is unnoticed (Lampel and Bhalla 2007; Lewis et al. 2013; Groshek and
Tandoc 2017), virtual recognition has become invaluable. In particular, if individual SNSs users
indeed crave audience reactions as the author postulates, the impact of virtual recognition by the
brand itself can be significant enough to influence SNSs users’ self-esteem. As hypothesized in
this dissertation, if the identities of SNSs responders have a significant impact on the self-esteem
of SNSs users, which leads to continuation of brand content sharing and improved attitude
toward the brand, findings yielded by the present study can provide a theoretical rationale for
marketers to manage their brand content ecosystem in the SNSs sphere.
The results yielded by this study provide valid support for the causal effect of SNSs
audience reactions on brand marketing content and virtual recognition by brands on SNSs users’
self-esteem. Moreover, the results reveal important managerial insights into brand content
marketing in SNSs environments because the author postulates that SNSs users’ self-esteem is
associated not only with their attitudes toward the brand, but also with their intentions to
continue marketing content sharing. This dissertation provides managerial ramifications that can
suggest a new perspective on brand management and an effective tactical approach for
successful dissemination of brand content marketing.
This dissertation is organized as follows: In the conceptual background and hypotheses
development section, the author reviews the extant literature in the field of digital content
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sharing and relevant theoretical underpinnings. In addition, the author presents the model for
brand content sharing developed as a part of this investigation, along with the hypotheses that are
tested in the study. In the research design and methodology section, the author describes the
research design and methodology adopted for testing the proposed hypotheses. In the data
analysis results section, the author reports the data analysis and the results. In the discussion,
conclusions, and limitations section, the author discusses the key contributions of the study,
including managerial, research, and theoretical implications of the finding yielded. Finally, the
author concludes the dissertation by presenting the key study limitations and suggesting
directions for future studies.
CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Brand Content Marketing
Initially introduced in the seminal work of Koiso-Kantila (2004), brand content
marketing was defined as bit-based brand objects distributed through electronic channels. The
initial conception was somewhat restricted to a marketer-generated content distribution strategy
between conventional channels of printed media and newly emerging digital content. The latter
was supported by rather narrowly defined examples, including online news, electronic journals,
e-books, virtual pets, online health advice, databases, online directories, mobile micro-movies,
games, music downloads, and software package updates (Strader and Shaw 2000). Authors of
subsequent studies expanded such premises, whereby their scholarly contributions targeted peerto-peer file sharing, the effect of CD burning on music sales, and the impact of free news content
on newspaper revenues (Clemons et al. 2002; Fetscherin and Knolmayer 2004; Andersson and
Rosenqvist 2006).
Early brand content marketing primarily focused on achieving a balance between
marketer-generated content distributors’ portfolios delivered via media channels. Hence, owing
9

to the limited focus of these early research efforts on brand content marketing, it was difficult to
generalize the findings as well as to understand the characteristics of marketer-generated digital
content and its impact on market places (Rowley 2008).
As digital content became more widely available, researchers started investigating the
impact of user-generated marketing content, specifically online reviews, on customers. Many
companies began to use online consumer reviews as a new marketing tool (Dellarocas 2003).
They made their product information available and supported promotional digital content
(Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006), while proactively encouraging consumers to disseminate the
information regarding their products online (Godes et al. 2005). Online user reviews have
become a significant information source for consumers looking to learn about product quality.
These online reviews substitute for and complement many information sources, and many
managers believe that user-generated reviews are necessary for building brand loyalty
(McWilliam 2000). For example, participants in an online experiment who consulted product
recommendations chose the recommended products twice as often as did participants who did
not consult recommendations (Senecal and Nantel 2004). Available evidence also shows that
other customers’ online book reviews appear to have significant influence on sales (Chevalier
and Mayzin 2006).
In the case of the video game industry, online reviews are particularly influential for less
popular games, suggesting a more salient role of online reviews in an environment where
alternative information is scarce (Zhu and Zhang 2010). Ho-Dac and colleagues (2013) obtained
similar results in the movie industry, whereby they found that positive online customer reviews
increased the sales of weak brands of DVDs, while they had no significant impact on the sales of
stronger ones. Some companies took further steps by strategically manipulating online reviews in
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order to influence consumers’ purchase decisions (Dellarocas 2006). Such strategies are based on
a belief that consumer reviews can considerably affect consumers’ purchasing decisions (Zhu
and Zhang 2010). Researchers supported such underlying beliefs with studies on the impact of
expert movie critics’ reviews on box office revenue (Basuroy et al. 2003; Reinstein and Snyder
2005; Zhang and Dellarocas 2006; Boatwright et al. 2007). The findings indicate that these
reviews also play a significant role in the financial value of firms that introduce products to the
market (Chen et al. 2011).
As the findings reported in extant literature cited above show, many scholars have
accumulated research on user-generated brand content. Nonetheless, there is an intellectual void
regarding the other side of content marketing, marketer-generated brand content in particular.
The lack of research interest in marketer-generated brand content is likely rooted in the
misconception that brand marketing content is automatically discounted as advertising.
Customers often regard peer-reviewed content as more credible and influential than marketerinfluenced information sources because they believe that peer contributors are free from financial
interest and intent to manipulate their purchase decisions (Bickart and Schindler 2001). On the
other hand, some customers value marketer-generated brand content as much as SNSs usergenerated content because they see these information sources as complementary (Frías et al.
2008), and some customers think that SNSs user-generated content provides added value to
marketer-generated content.
Given that marketers are investing significant resources on brand content marketing
(Gutman 2012; Neff 2017), and the over $44 billion brand marketing industry has shifted its
resources toward brand content marketing (Boxer 2014), it becomes essential to examine
customers’ reactions to the differing origins of brand content. It is presently unclear whether
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potential viewers will promptly discount marketer-generated content as advertising, even if it is
shared by other SNSs users because it has the clearly vested interest of marketers. On the other
hand, it is plausible to assume that customers may not see much conflict between user-generated
and marketer-generated content shared among SNSs users. Marketer-generated content’s
superior production quality assists SNSs users in generating audience attention by sharing it with
other SNSs users. It can thus satisfy other intrinsic sensations, such as showing off their great
content curating skill or consuming superior content for their entertainment needs.
The conceptualization of content marketing is based on the notion that the content is
created or distributed by advertisers; hence, such a misconception is expected. Brand content
originates from branded entertainment, which is defined as “the integration of advertising into
entertainment content, whereby brands are embedded into storylines of a film, television
program, or other entertainment medium” (Hudson and Hudson 2006, p. 492). This convergence
of advertising and entertainment blurs the line between them, and brand entertainment becomes a
sophisticated means to distribute their content (Horrigan 2009), departing from blunt product
placement.
While brand entertainment is a fusion of advertising and entertainment, brand content is a
much broader concept that not only includes marketer-generated brand content but also
incorporates user-generated brand content, such as parody of brand content. Hence, brand
content must be conceptualized as a broad marketing practice that encompasses brand
entertainment as a subset. Therefore, as brand entertainment is distributed to audience members
in a manner similar to that used in mass media, brand content adds a newly emerging medium,
SNSs in particular, to its conventional formats (e.g., TV, radio, website, etc.). The primary goal
of brand content is to attract audience with remarkable content, associated with that brand (Lieb
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2012; Miller 2013). When noteworthy brand content attracts significant audience exposure, a
greater number of customers will likely engage with the content by consuming, sharing, and cocreating further brand content (Halligan et al. 2009). Hence, the role of the audience becomes
even more significant in the efforts to co-create and disseminate brand content (Lusch and Vargo
2006, 2009).
Theoretical Background: Sociometer Theory
The author postulates that individuals’ brand content sharing mechanisms can be
explained by their innate desire to seek relational value, defined as “the degree to which a person
regards his or her relationship with another individual as valuable or important”, according to
sociometer theory (Leary 2005, p. 82). The author posits that individuals use audience’s
reactions to their posted content (i.e., the number of Facebook likes, the number of Twitter
followers, and Klout score) as the barometer of their perceived inclusion. The author argues that
audience’s reactions toward posted brand content function as social environmental cues,
influencing contributors’ intentions to continue brand content sharing and their self-esteem.
In the SNSs environment, most users strive to achieve the status of being successful and
competent individuals. When SNSs users share digital content with others, sociometer theory
suggests that they seek relational value. In order to acquire such latent value, they look for signs
conveying their relational value from those with whom they are interacting. In the context of
SNSs environment, one’s relational value is typically derived from the potential audience’s
responses because individuals can easily observe SNSs interactions, which they interpret as a
sign of social acceptance. Therefore, the audience reaction volume and response contexts are the
most apparent indicators of social approval and rejection in the SNS environment.
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Sociometer theory is particularly relevant in the attempts to explain an individual’s digital
content sharing mechanism because it maintains that self-esteem is influenced by one’s social
experience (Leary et al. 1995b), as the theory assumes that people inherently wish to be included
in social groups and relationships. Consequently, occurrences of social acceptance or rejection
cause critical changes in one’s self-esteem state. Thus, over time, favorable or unfavorable
attitudes of others, which individuals discern from social cues and interactions, can cause
changes in one’s global state of self-esteem (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Leary et al. 1995a;
Leary et al.1995b; Leary 1999a, 1999b; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Murray et al. 2000).
Human beings have an innate desire to foster social ties and to minimize the possibility of
being seen unfavorably by others who are psychologically significant to them (Baumeister and
Leary 1995; Leary 1999a, 1999b; Leary and Baumeister 2000). The presence of this innate desire
for interpersonal interaction was first postulated by Freud (1930), whose work remains relevant
in this context despite his limited view of the motive within the sex drive and filial bond
(Baumeister and Leary 1995). Following the Freudian pattern of thinking, the early proponents
of attachment theory posited that the need to formulate and maintain social relationships
originates from the relationship to one’s mother. Thus, adults strive to recapture the intimacy of
their contact as an infant with their mother in all their relationships. Such innate desire for a
relational bond is also the focus of sociometer theory (Leary et al. 1995a; Leary and Baumeister
2000; Leary 2003)
Sociometer theory suggests that individuals have a pervasive drive to maintain significant
interpersonal relationships. Such psychological mechanisms—the sociometer—constantly urge
individuals to monitor their social environments for cues regarding their level of social
acceptance or rejection by others (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Leary 1999a). When a person
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detects evidence of changing relational value, the sociometer evokes his/her conscious attention
and motivates the individual to respond to the perceived threats to social acceptance (Leary
1999b; Leary and Baumeister 2000). Scholars have suggested that individuals are particularly
sensitive to changing relational value evaluations by people they view as valuable, important, or
close (Leary et al. 1998; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Anthony et al. 2007). According to
sociometer theory, the affect-oriented self-appraisal of the individual constitutes the output of the
sociometer. In particular, self-esteem is postulated to function as a barometer for perceived
relational value (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Leary et al. 1995a; Leary et al. 1995b; Leary
1999a, 1999b; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Murray et al. 2000). The theory further postulates
that self-esteem serves as an internal barometer of an individual’s level of social belongingness
(Baumeister and Leary 1995), thus moving away from the long-standing assumption that
individuals seek to attain self-esteem for its own sake. Sociometer theory proposes that
individuals are inclined to preserve their self-esteem because it reflects their relational value in
the public domain (Leary 2005).
Early supporters of sociometer theory suggested that self-esteem is responsive to an
individual’s social experiences. In particular, one’s sociometer monitors the social acceptance
(vs. rejection) into groups and relationships. An instance of social acceptance or rejection was
found to cause significant changes in an individual’s self-esteem level (Leary 1999; Leary and
Baumeister 2000; Leary 2003, 2006). More recently, sociometer theory researchers have shifted
their focus to exploring the concept of relational value because it permits more accurate
adjustments (not limited to acceptance vs. rejection only) and provides a more applicable
conceptualization in social occasions by framing relational value in the context of feelings of
rejection vs. objective acceptance (Denissen et al. 2008; Stinson et al. 2015). Kirkpatrick and
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Ellis (2006) expanded the theoretical boundaries of sociometer theory by refining the definition
of sociometer to encompass both (1) perceived levels of an individual’s social acceptance (i.e.,
how well an individual is included in a social group or relationship) and (2) the quality or social
value of the people or groups who include or exclude him/her, which is conceptualized as
perceived social worth of the responder in this dissertation.
Perceived Social Acceptance (PSA)
Social acceptance is an individual’s perception that he/she is included in his/her groups
and relationships (Leary 2010). When an individual feels that he/she is socially accepted, that
person would perceive that other people wish to include him/her in their groups and
relationships. On the other hand, social rejection indicates that others have little desire to include
the person in their groups and relationships (Leary 2010). Individuals experience social
acceptance and rejection in numerous contexts. Being chosen for a desirable job or having a
romantic partner’s agreement to a marriage proposal are the examples of acceptance while
divorce or being ignored by one’s coworkers are the examples of social rejection (DeWall and
Bushman 2011).
Even though the concepts of “acceptance” and “rejection” are frequently treated as
dichotomous (i.e., a person is either accepted or rejected), in practice, the levels of
acceptance/rejection lie along a continuum (Leary 2001). According to this view, the extreme
end of acceptance would reflect active pursuit of strong relational interactions, whereas moderate
levels of acceptance may involve welcoming attitude only, with minimal acceptance indicating
mere tolerance of the individual’s presence (Leary 1990). Likewise, rejection can also be viewed
along the continuum, with the extreme end pertaining to overtly ignoring and excluding a person
or groups by other person or group and implicitly ignoring people to avoid or not include them
(Leary 2006), respectively (Figure 3).
16

Furthermore, individuals sometimes feel rejected although they technically belong to a
group or are included in other people’s activities (Bourgeois and Leary 2001). In such cases,
while they feel accepted, they may be, in fact, merely tolerated by those around them. For
example, an individual can value a brief and casual conversation with an acquaintance at a party.
In such cases, if the acquaintance appears to be interested in the conversation and remains
engaged, the perceived relational value of the other person involved in the conversation will be
sufficiently high and he/she will feel accepted. In contrast, another person may not derive any
relational value from such casual conversation, and would thus perceive such superficial
interactions as rejection. Hence, part of the continuum between the opposite ends of social
acceptance and rejection is denoted as a gray area, reflecting a wide range of subjective
viewpoints, where individuals feel either accepted or rejected, depending on the social
interaction context (Leary 2010).

Figure 3: The Perceived Social Acceptance and Rejection Continuum
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Cues for Assessing Social Acceptance
As individuals increasingly interact with others via SNSs, they experience social
acceptance in the SNSs environments. For example, an individual’s self-esteem can be enhanced
when he/she succeeds (e.g., achieves mini-celebrity status by gaining a significant number of
followers or acquires virtual cues of likability and attractiveness) or is praised (e.g., receives
public recognition for one’s digital contribution). Similarly, failed attempts to receive adulation,
such as showing off achievements or demonstrating expertise for social approval without being
noticed by others, can significantly undermine one’s appraisal of self-esteem. Empirical evidence
indicates that an individual’s self-esteem can be negatively affected when a person feels that
he/she is being accepted inadequately or the interacting party maintains a neutral or ambivalent
state (Leary et al. 1998; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Anthony et al. 2007). When an individual
receives no reaction to the online communication after posting brand content, he/she may
interpret the absence of a response as a neutral or ambivalent state of the audience, equivalent to
social rejection. This unsatisfactory feedback lowers his/her self-esteem and likely undermines
user’s attitude toward the posted brand content.
The first element of social acceptance is audience reaction volume. An audience’s
reaction to posted digital content is an act of recognition, signaling users’ perceived social
inclusion. When posted content receives no reaction from the audience, contributors may feel
that they are not needed, cared about, or valued by others, resulting in a perceived exclusion
state. Thus, unless they receive explicit acknowledgment of their digital content, contributors
tend to believe that their efforts are unnoticed. In general, the philosophical and political notion
of recognition refers to the acknowledgment of a significant meaning of value or respect for
another individual (Margalit 2001; Laitinen 2002; Honneth 2014). Scholars have discussed the
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value of intrinsic satisfaction derived from being recognized by others. For example, many
charitable and nonprofit entities recognize donors’ generosity and contributions via formal
ceremonies and noneconomic rewards, such as a plaque or certificate (Brakeley 1980; Unger
1991). In addition, as public recognition communicates the causes of such charitable and
nonprofit organizations, it enhances the recipients’ status and prestige (Fisher and Ackerman
1998). Harbaugh (1998) stated that donors indeed seek to acquire prestige from public
recognition of their contributions. Such recognition serves as a significant intrinsic reward for the
volunteers, who receive no monetary compensation for their generosity.
The second element of social acceptance is audience response context. Aligned with the
premise of this dissertation that audience reaction volume to posted content is a key element
influencing the content sharing ecosystem, it is also notable that context of reactions has
significant influence on users’ self-esteem. As sociometer theory suggests, the attributes of
individuals’ self-esteem are affected by the degree to which they are valued and accepted by
others (Baumeister and Leary 1995). If the sheer volume of audience reactions signals positive
social acceptance as a default, the positive context of reaction messages should also significantly
enforce positive social acceptance. In the same vein, messages with negative context can
potentially cause a detrimental effect on individuals’ perceived social acceptance. For example,
SNSs users may feel rejected and experience the strongest sense of social rejection when their
posted content yields negative audience responses in addition to low audience reaction volume.
Users may regard negative audience responses as a direct indication of disapproval or rejection,
while they consider low volume as a silent form of social rejection. On the other hand, some
users may not be influenced by few negative remarks if their posts generate sufficiently high
audience reaction volume, as this would be perceived as a signal of an overall social approval. In
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particular, the influence of negative audience response may vary within a gray area due to the
conflict between audience reaction volume and response context. As negative audience responses
may strengthen SNSs users’ overall perceived social rejection, they may feel disapproval
regardless of the level of audience reaction volume. Consequently, owing to its potentially much
stronger influence, audience response context may be the primary source of SNSs users’
perceived social rejection. In addition, it has the capacity to strengthen or weaken the perceived
acceptance of SNSs users based on the audience reaction volume.
Social Acceptance Cues
SNSs users determine their perceived social acceptance level based on social cues, which
they discern by observing their SNSs audience’s reaction to their posted content. When
individuals transmit digital content, it typically evokes reactions from their audience members.
For example, Facebook users often exchange birthday wishes and click the “like” button on the
birthday notice as a substitute for a more personalized acknowledgment of the event. The
strongest experience of social acceptance occurs when SNSs users receive positive appraisal, feel
accepted by other individuals, and feel included into a social group. This can be achieved when
social approval of their content is conveyed via large numbers of endorsements, such as
Twitter’s “Retweet” and “Favorite”, and Facebook’s “Like” and “Sharing”, as well as network
members’ positive comments.
Empirical evidence indicates that Facebook users seem to derive greater satisfaction from
receiving a larger number of likes (Rosen 2012), as social media users often enjoy “microcelebrity” status from their sizable fan bases. In the case of Twitter, a popular micro-blogging
service, the extent of user influence is conveniently translated to the number of followers. In a
recent study, Jin and Phua (2014) experimentally showed that the sheer size of one’s personal
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network—as determined by the number of followers and friends in SNSs environments—can
substantially influence audience perceptions of that individual. In addition, people have a
“Klout” score, relating to their numbers of Twitter followers, number of likes on Facebook, and
virtual interactions exchanged with and prompted by others. Facebook’s “like”, and Twitter’s
“retweet” and “favorite” are examples of social media metrics that allow participants to measure
their virtual reputation. Therefore, they function as a significant determinant of their selfassessment of virtual standing (Huberman et al. 2004; Lampel and Bhalla 2007), serving as the
barometer for participants’ perceived social acceptance. Such mechanisms permit users to assess
their perceived level of social acceptance by gauging the reactions of their audience while
immediately informing contributors that their content has gained superior (socially accepted),
gray area (shades of acceptance/rejection along a continuum), or no acceptance (socially
rejected). Thus, social acceptance in SNSs environment is one of the key elements determining
the extent of SNSs users’ brand content sharing activities.
Social Rejection Cues
Empirical evidence shows that the strongest experience of social rejection arises from
events that connote relational devaluation (Leary et al 1995b; Leary 2005; Lemay et al. 2012).
When SNSs users sense that other users do not value their relationships as much as they would
like them to, their perceived relational value declines relative to some prior level. For example,
other users could have praised the novelty of the content and actively shared it with their
audience in the past. Consequently, the user would have experienced great acceptance. Hence, if
at some later date the level of perceived acceptance declines—as manifested through minimal or
no audience reactions upon content posting or negative audience responses—the SNSs user
would feel rejected, even though he/she is aware that this is not the case. SNSs users often regard
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an insufficient level of relational value in these events as rejection, reasoning that people who
value their relationship would not make negative comments or would not simply ignore the
content they share. As a result, SNSs users would experience a false sense of rejection when true
rejection has not occurred, although they know that other users accept them at some level in
many cases. This feeling is induced by lack of interaction, which is perceived as loss of value in
the relationship, prompting the SNSs user to experience a strong sensation of rejection.
Analogous to the notion that those the closest to us can hurt us the most, SNSs users may
experience strong feeling of rejection from their audience when once a great relationship—
established and maintained by virtual interactions with positive messages, sharing, and
endorsing—appears to be devalued based on low or no audience reaction or negative message
context. In other words, the greater the relational value that a SNSs user assigns to his/her
audience, the more he/she will experience relational devaluation when the interactions with the
audience decline. The perceived rejection arises not because audience has rejected the user in an
absolute sense, but rather stems from audience’s inadequate reaction or absence thereof. This
lack of response demonstrates to the user that the audience no longer places the same value on
the relationship as was previously the case.
Ambiguity in Social Acceptance Cues: Gray Area
Examining the sensation of acceptance and rejection with respect to relational evaluation
changes helps us gain a better understanding of the notion that acceptance and rejection lie on the
opposite sides of the continuum. In fact, SNSs users experience gray areas as well, as they may
feel rejected even though they are aware that their audience likes and accepts them. For example,
SNSs users may feel rejected when others make negative comments about their postings, even
though the others have not actually rejected them, and their comments merely express different
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opinions. Similarly, SNSs users may be hurt by perceived slights—no audience reaction or
negative comments upon posting—and inconsiderate behavior—a SNSs user’s posting could
have originated from his/her profound beliefs on a certain topic, and others’ comments that do
not concur with this view, or even criticize it. Such actions of the SNSs audience may be
perceived as rejection, even though they are merely indicators of willingness to continue
discussion.
A SNSs user may receive significant numbers of audience reactions via many retweets,
likes, favorites, and sharing. For many, the sheer volume of responses implies welcoming
audience reactions, even if these do not include any direct replies, such as comments, praise, or
additions to the initial post. Some SNSs users may feel strongly accepted, while others may feel
rejected because audience reaction volume implies the level of content exposure only, instead of
suggesting that the audience indeed agreed with or appreciated the post. Although most SNSs
users equate audience reaction volume with acceptance, significant numbers of individuals may
habitually endorse other SNSs users’ content or share it due to demeaning motivations, such as
public mockery and cynicism.
In fact, the mechanism of perceived relational evaluation in SNSs environment implies
that users possess standards for assessing the degree to which other SNSs users value
relationship with them. These standards differ both among individuals and across relationships.
While one individual may consider sheer volume of audience reactions—such as numbers of
favorites, retweets, and shares—the barometer of his/her relational evaluation, others may regard
few thoughtful and praising comments from other users as the indicator for their virtual
relationship evaluation. On the other hand, some users may experience rejection from a suddenly
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decreased relational evaluation pertaining to those with whom they previously interacted, while
others may not regard such change as rejection.
Conceptualizing such paradoxical SNSs examples in terms of virtual relational evaluation
explains why SNSs users feel rejected even when they are not, and feel accepted by observing
audience reactions, although they may not be accepted by others and social groups. Hence,
subjective feeling of acceptance (i.e., receiving significant numbers of audience reactions and
positive messages upon content posting) and rejection (i.e., receiving limited or no audience
reaction and negative messages upon content posting) arise in the gray area (receiving high
audience reaction volume, albeit with negative messages or low audience reaction volume, albeit
with positive messages), where SNSs users observe varying degrees of both audience reaction
volume and message context.
Although the perception of social acceptance as being rather ambivalent (defined in this
work as a “gray area”) is inferior to being socially accepted, the existence of this social
acceptance and rejection continuum highlights the importance of brand engagement.
Management of many brands may be uncertain about the value of brand engagement. Thus, some
may find it difficult to justify financial investment into strategies aimed at increasing user
engagement (Habibi et al. 2016), while others may have forgone the idea of audience
engagement due to the potential risk of losing control over brand images. For example, when
McDonald’s launched a paid Twitter campaign using the hashtag “#McDStories”, this initiative
was expected to prompt the SNSs users to submit heart-warming stories about pleasant
experiences with the franchise restaurant, rather than a flood of cynical comments and negative
stories by former customers. The firm’s paid campaign was therefore terminated within two
hours, in order to limit public humiliation. Nevertheless, the hashtag use continued, generating
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additional streams and allowing users to disseminate further negative experiences with the
restaurant (Hill 2012). These and similar incidents (e.g., Wendy’s failed “#HerestheBeef”
campaign), along with other unique attempts to take advantage of an existing virtual norm (e.g.
Jello’s “FML”—Fun my life—campaign) (Bradford 2013), highlight the detrimental effects that
the loss of control over brand images in a virtual context can have on brand’s social reputation.
Nonetheless, the gray area analogy highlights the value of brand engagement with audience.
While there is a chance that brand engagement would fail to induce the sensation of social
acceptance, the sheer attempt and effort of engagement with audience will likely generate more
favorable SNSs users’ personal evaluations. This is particularly the case if brand content
marketing generates ongoing conversations and active customer engagement, thereby providing
opportunities for influencing SNSs users showing interest in brand content, eventually
converting them into brand advocates.
Perceived Social Worth of a Brand (PSW)
The author defined perceived social worth as the value that an individual ascribes to
him/herself and others. Individuals value their relationships with other people to varying degrees.
They may regard relationships with particular individuals as highly valuable and significant,
while assigning less value to others (Leary 2001, 2005). Most individuals feel accepted when
they perceive that their relational value to a certain person or group they find significant is
reasonably high and feel rejected when their relational value to a certain person or people is
unacceptably low. In other words, people not only assign different “value” to themselves and
others (a person, or a group of individuals), but also base their relational value on the level of
acceptance by those they hold in high regard. This valuation is the central conceptualization of
social worth.
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In the SNSs sphere, individuals assign different value to other people they encounter as
well. Owing to the widespread usage of SNSs, social media have become a recognized platform
for asserting one’s position and status. Hence, public recognition of one’s digital content has
become a common practice among SNSs users. Facebook users place their content expecting it
to be viewed (and ideally liked and shared) by their close friends and family members. Twitter
users aim for a much broader audience, welcoming the notice informing them that their tweets
are marked as favorite and/or retweeted by other Twitter users, and many frequently check for
new followers. Nonetheless, while the volume of audience recognition is important, SNSs users
place a great value on the identities and social worth of the individuals and groups conveying
such recognition. As all individuals assign different values to others, this perceived status is
assessed in the SNSs realm based on the extent of others’ virtual influence. Consequently, SNSs
users tend to experience amplified intrinsic satisfaction when their content is recognized by
someone who commands stronger virtual influence or who has higher perceived virtual status
(Marwick and Boyd 2011). Throughout various virtual interactions, users enjoy words of praise
and attention from their network members. Evidently, the ways in which individuals recognize
and are recognized by others play a significant role in shaping the quality of each individual’s
human interactions in the virtual sphere, along with the social value or status of the people or
groups who include or exclude them.
In the same vein, the author posits that SNSs users evaluate brands and assign different
weights to their perceived social worth—referred to as the degree to which a particular brand is
valued by SNSs users—as well. In the SNSs sphere, SNSs users gain sense of validation via
audience interactions. The type, volume, and quality of these interactions allow SNSs users to
evaluate and assign social worth to others, including brands. Sense of validation refers to the
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recognition and acceptance of individuals’ emotions, views, and thoughts by others. Initially
conceptualized by clinical psychologist Marsha Linehan (1993), in the context of child
psychology, validation is achieved by encouraging children to share their thoughts and feelings
without judging, criticizing, ridiculing, or abandoning them. When children feel that their parents
understand and value their feelings and communicate this appreciation, the children will feel
validated by them. As a result, they will develop a secure sense of self, become confident, have
strong parental bonds, and nurture better relationships in adulthood (Hall and Cook 2011).
In SNSs environments, when a SNSs user posts marketing content, he/she gains a sense
of validation via recognition by other users’ and pertinent brands’, such as Facebook’s likes and
Twitter’s RTs, and public communication that is meaningful to the user. This not only makes
SNS users feel comfortable expressing their emotions and attitudes toward the brand in the
future, but also nurtures emotional bonding that eventually culminates in the emergence of brand
advocates. In recognition of this fact, brands are increasingly communicating with customers via
SNSs and this has become a prevalent marketing activity (DeMers 2014; Lee 2014). Brand
marketers often broadcast commercial messages and engage with customers via media, events,
entertainment, retailers, and digital services through SNSs (Kim and Ko 2012). In 2011, over
50% of social media users followed brands on social media (Van Belleghem et al. 2011). In
recognition of this growing trend, firms are increasingly investing in SNSs (Ashley and Tuten
2015). The growing prevalence of brands’ SNSs activities has motivated many users to engage in
brand evaluations based on their SNSs activities. Digital interactions are often brief and
instantaneous. However, they may be sufficient for individuals to form impressions of brands
based on those interactions. People are highly attuned social observers; thus, they can form
meaningful and lasting impressions of others based on minimal information (Ambady and
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Rosenthal 1992; Kenny et al. 1992; Gosling et al. 2002). In the SNSs domain, this indicates that
the virtual recognition of customers’ brand content holds the key to fostering brand advocates
and cultivating the foundation for convincing customers that brand content sharing is a socially
acceptable and rewarding activity.
A brand is a collective perception of a company or its products that distinguishes it from
its competition. As such perception is formulated and stored in the mind of the customer, brands’
SNS activities convey various cues that significantly influence individuals’ brand perceptions
(Yakob 2015). SNSs platforms provide consumers the opportunity to acquire and disseminate
brand information, along with their sentiments, promptly (Lobschat et al. 2013). Through such
activities, SNSs users interactively form images and perceptions of brands, which may influence
their purchasing behaviors and thus affect brands’ fiscal performance (Algesheimer et al. 2005;
Sawhney et al. 2005). In sum, through content posting and sharing, and receiving feedback,
SNSs users likely evaluate their own worth, as well as that of other users and even brands that
they encounter, and their relational value will be affected by the magnitude of social worth that
they perceive.
Dependent Variables
Three dependent variables are the primary interest in this dissertation: intentions to
continue brand content sharing, attitude toward the brand, and self-esteem of SNSs users.
Intentions to continue Brand content sharing
Behavioral intentions are defined as “indications of a person’s readiness to perform a
behavior” (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010, p. 21). Intentions differ from attitudes, where the former
reflect individuals’ conscious plan to execute a behavior, while the latter are summary
evaluations (Eagly and Chaiken 1993). In the context of Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975)
conceptualization, attitudes influence behavior through behavioral intentions. The theory of
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reasoned action (TRA; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975, Madden et al. 1992), the theory of planned
behavior (TPB; Madden 1986; Ajzen 1991), and the model of interpersonal behavior (Triandis
1977, 1980) concur that intentions play a key role in predicting behavior. For instance, the TRA
suggests that behavioral intentions are the proxy factor used to determine behavior and mediate
the effect of the theory’s predictors—attitude and subjective norm—and external variables, such
as individual attributes, demographic characteristics, and informational inputs (Fishbein and
Ajzen 2010). Thus, aligned with the TRA, intentions are the most instantaneous and significant
behavioral predictor.
In SNSs environments, where virtual norms are not readily apparent, individuals socialize
by observing others’ positively or negatively reinforced behaviors. In social settings, if an
individual believes that certain types of actions will result in rewards or punishment from others
and these outcomes are perceived to be significant, he/she will be more inclined to meet the
expectations of others by continuing with reward-generating activities. Individuals are socialized
by observing positively or negatively enforced behaviors of others. People are likely to be
engaged in vicarious learning by observing others prior to engaging in a particular behavior, in
order to avoid needless and costly errors (Bandura 1977; Manz and Sims 1981). As individuals
actively learn and emulate rewarded behavior, they can be socially accepted, and ultimately, gain
satisfaction by exercising such behavior (Neziroglu et al. 2008). Several studies have
demonstrated that social validation affects behavior, and subsequently leads others to conform to
the socially validated behavior (Asch 1951; Darley and Latané 1968; Latané and Nida 1981).
Postmes and colleagues (2001) demonstrated that online participants displayed a socially
validated behavior which was consistent with salient norms, given the online group setting, even
when they remained anonymous.
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These results suggest that even virtual norms are socially transmittable once virtual group
members socially validate them, and practiced virtual norms would function as the reward that
others want to accept, and ultimately, gain satisfaction by continuing such behavior. When
posted brand content is socially accepted, it means that the content has received high volume of
audience reactions and positive messages. Thus, the received audience attention essentially
functions as an intrinsic reward. It increases the SNSs users’ intentions to continue with a
rewarding behavior, which is content sharing in this case.
Attitude toward the brand
Attitudes are often defined as “a latent disposition or tendency to respond with some
degree of favorableness or unfavorableness to a psychological object” (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010,
p. 76). This definition incorporates three features of attitude: (1) evaluative in nature, attributing
to individuals’ evaluative dimension that ranges from goodness to badness of the attitudinal
object, (2) reaction directed at an attitudinal object (Eagly and Chaiken 1993), and (3) an internal
evaluation that is enduring and directing behavior (Mitchell and Olson 1981). Classical attitude
theory signifies the connection between the attitude toward a specific object and the subsequent
individual behavior toward the object that the attitude will generate (Staw and Ross 1985; Eagly
and Chaiken 1993). Hence, when attitudes and behaviors are highly correlated, a person’s
behavior can be predicted based on the established attitude (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; Ajzen and
Fishbein 1977; Fishbein and Ajzen 2010).
Attitude toward the brand is defined as an individual’s overall evaluation of the brand
(Mitchell and Olson 1981; Assael 1984; Eagly and Chaiken 1993). It is a summary evaluation
that is different from the feelings elicited by a brand (Giner-Sorolla 1999). In the context of
SNSs interactions, the author hypothesizes that audience reactions to posted brand content will
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enhance SNSs users’ self-esteem which will positively influence attitude toward the brand.
When a SNSs user posts brand content and receives positive reactions from the brand, the user
will likely gain intrinsic reward via improved self-esteem, as sociometer theory suggests (Leary
et al.1998; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Anthony et al. 2007).
Given the elevated affective state of the SNSs user, classic research suggests that his/her
positive affect will likely generate a “rose-colored glasses” effect, whereby everything appears
more desirable (Pham 2007; Schwarz and Clore 2007). In particular, the affect infusion model
(AIM; Forgas 1995) predicts that when an individual forms evaluative judgments about a new
object, such evaluation will be congruent with the evaluator’s current affective state. Stated
differently, positive feelings lead to more positive judgments and vice versa. In extant studies,
the effects of affect-congruency were found to be prominent on products (Gorn et al. 1993);
advertising (Gardner and Wilhelm 1987; Goldberg and Gorn 1987; Murray and Dacin 1996);
political candidacies (Isbell and Wyer 1999); consumption decisions (Pham 1998); and brand
extention evaluations (Barone et al. 200l; Yeung and Wyer 2005). Extant research suggests that
an individual’s affect-congruent evaluative judgments tend to be carried over beyond the initial
event, significantly influcing the evaluation of subsequent objects in a way that alters judgment
(Lerner et al. 2004; Griskevicius et al. 2010). Hence, the author posits that SNSs users’ attitudes
toward the brand would be enhanced when their posted brand marketing content is either well
received by their audience or recognized by the pertinent brand, or both virtual interactions occur
simultaneously.
Self-Esteem of SNSs Users
Self-esteem has been one of the most significant constructs since it was discussed in the
first psychology text book written by William James (1890), who claimed that the human
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tendency to feel good about oneself is a fundamental component of human nature (Leary 1999).
Generally defined as “a person’s appraisal of his or her value” (Leary and Baumeister 2000, p.
2), self-esteem has been a widely researched construct. The most extensively embraced
explanations about its importance are from one’s psychological well-being and success (Bandura
1977; Greenwald 1980; Taylor and Brown 1988) and correlation between happiness and success
(Baumeister et al. 2003). Empirical evidence indicates that self-esteem facilitates positive
outcomes (Perez 1973; Shrauger and Sormain 1977), such as high academic success (Hansford
and Hattie 1982; Bowles 1999) and a vibrant social life (LePine and Van Dyne 1998; Glendining
and Inglis 1999). Nevertheless, findings from previous research have failed to provide sufficient
support for a causal relationship between individuals’ self-esteem and positive outcomes (Mecca
et al. 1989; Baumeister and Leary 1995), although such notions were once considered
indisputable (Taylor and Brown 1988).
Sociometer theory has significantly influenced the outcomes achieved in extant selfesteem research. The theory suggests that, in isolation, self-esteem has no value. In other words,
individuals do not need know their self-esteem or are not actively seeking it for the sake of
improving it. Rather, self-esteem is the output of a mechanism that functions as a subjective and
stable gauge of individuals’ relational value—referring to the degree to which a person values
his/her relationship with another individual as potent and significant. Thus, self-esteem should be
viewed as an internal marker that represents individuals’ relational value with other people
(Leary 2005; Kilpatrick and Ellis 2006).
The higher an individual’s relational value in a public domain, the more likely people
include, support, and protect the individual, highlighting the close relationship among relational
value, inclusion, and acceptance (Leary 2005). Self-esteem indicates the degree to which
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individuals perceive that they are valued by those whom they have relationships with and are
accepted by people whose social ties are interconnected. The theory was supported by empirical
evidence on the responsive nature of self-esteem on individuals’ social experience (Leary et al.
1998; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Anthony et al. 2007). The empirical evidence indicates that
changes in individuals’ self-esteem were aligned with their expectation of being accepted or
rejected by others due to the occurring social events.
In addition, their perceived social inclusion and exclusion correlated highly with their
self-esteem (Leary et al. 1995b). In particular, self-esteem was more attuned to individuals’
perception of social appearances. It therefore influenced individuals’ belief system and social
motivation (Anthony et al. 2007), and was responsive to social interactions, empirically
demonstrating that relationship quality and quantity were significant predictors of individual
self-esteem (Denissen et al. 2008).
As sociometer theory suggests, self-esteem is an internal barometer of an individual’s
level of perceived social acceptance (Baumeister and Leary 1995) even in the SNSs context. The
present study was guided by the assumption that individual SNSs users’ self-esteem changes are
likely extended to virtual interactions in which they engaged in the SNSs environments due to
the interactive and communicative natures of SNSs (Roblyer et al. 2010; Jeong and Kim 2017;
Shang et al. 2017). Adolecents who frequently use SNSs appeared to have more virtual friends
and generate more reactions on their posts, such as friends’ comments. In addition, more positive
reactions on their SNS profile were associated with higher self-esteem, which was significantly
correlated with their general satisfaction with life (Valkenburg et al. 2006). When SNSs users
perceived themselves as socially accepted, their self-esteem tended to improve. Individuals
exhibiting improved self-esteem felt more positive affect (Swann 1987), experienced greater
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contentment (Murray et al. 2000), and had fewer doubts and concerns (Murray et al. 1996) about
the interpersonal interactions they engaged in. On the other hand, when individuals perceived
themselves as socially rejected, their self-esteem would be lowered. Such individual would feel
deficient, unworthy, and inadequate (Owens 1994), which would result in self-deprecation—they
would believe that other individuals would consider them to have fewer qualities compared to
SNSs users they perceive as noteworthy (Sciangula and Morry 2009).
Given that self-esteem reflects one’s overall relationship quality (Leary and Baumeister
2000), it is posited to gauge individual SNSs users’ self-evaluated worth. The author predicts
that, when SNSs users post brand content that they find relevant or interesting, their self-esteem
would be affected by perceived social acceptance, which is assessed based on audience’s
reaction volume and response context pertinent to the post. If audience reaction results in
enhancing individuals’ self-esteem, they would likely feel more positive affect, experience
greater satisfaction, and have fewer doubts and concerns about their brand posts. As a result, the
person would likely form a profound attitude toward the brand and be motivated to continue
brand content sharing. On the other hand, SNSs users’ self-esteem would be lowered when their
brand posts fail to generate audience reactions or generates negative responses only. In such
cases, SNSs users would likely experience self-deprecation, due to the belief that their brand
posts prompted others to perceive them as possessing fewer qualities relative to noteworthy
SNSs users, or consider the post as a source of public embarassment. Hence, the level of SNSs
users’ self-esteem is a highly effective barometer that allows marketers to predict whether the
users would likely continue content sharing and have positive attitdue toward the brand, given
their perceived social acceptance and perceived social worth of the brand.
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Hypotheses Development
A number of hypotheses follow from the preceding discussion. They are pertinent to the
impact of perceived social acceptance and social worth of the brand on the three dependent
variables. They delineate the relationship between SNSs brand-users’ interactions and brand
content marketing, given (1) the different levels of SNSs reaction volume, (2) context of
audience response, and (3) the different levels of responding brands’ perceived social worth
(Figure 1 and 2).
Hypotheses 1 and 2 of this study pertain to a main effect of audience reaction volume and
audience response context on SNSs users’ intentions to continue brand content sharing and selfesteem. The two elements of social acceptance—audience reaction volume and audience
response context—are hypothesized to signal the level of acceptance that SNSs users gain by
disseminating content, or more specifically:
H1: Those respondents that received high volume of SNSs audience reactions after
posting brand content experience (a) greater intentions to continue brand content
sharing and (b) increased self-esteem than those respondents that received a low volume
of SNSs audience reactions.
H2: Those respondents that received positive SNSs audience messages after posting
brand content experience (a) greater intentions to continue brand content sharing and (b)
increased self-esteem than those respondents that received negative SNSs audience
messages.
Hypothesis 3 pertains to a main effect of the perceived social worth of the brand on SNSs
users’ intentions to continue brand content sharing, attitude toward the brand, and self-esteem.
The perceived social worth of a brand is postulated to have two levels (high and low). When an
individual’s content is noticed by a brand on which the individual places a high degree of social
worth— as determined by the degree to which a particular brand is valued by SNSs users —the
person will likely experience enhanced intentions to continue brand content sharing, as well as
increased self-esteem, and a more positive attitude toward the brand.
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H3: Those respondents that are contacted by a brand with high perceived social worth
experience greater (a) intentions to continue brand content sharing, (b) self-esteem, and
(c) attitude toward the brand than those respondents contacted by a brand with low
perceived social worth.
The perceived social acceptance and the social worth of the brand are postulated as
significant motivators for SNSs users’ brand content sharing activities. SNSs users likely
experience these two factors by observing the responses to their posted brand content. In the case
of social acceptance, SNSs users perceive social acceptance at three different levels, namely
socially accepted (high reaction volume × positive message context), gray area (high reaction
volume × negative message context or low reaction volume × positive message context), and
socially rejected (low reaction volume × negative message context). This study hypothesizes
that audience reaction volume and context may interact to influence SNSs users’ individual
evaluations—attitude toward the brand, intentions to continue content sharing, and self-esteem.
Hence, it is hypothesized:
H4: There will be an interaction effect between audience reaction volume and audience
response context for the dependent measures of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing and (b) self-esteem, such that the impact of audience response context on the
dependent measures will be significantly greater for a high-volume audience reaction
condition than for a low-volume audience reaction condition.
As the number of SNSs followers and friends of a SNSs user can substantially influence
other users’ perception about the user, sheer volume of audience responses signals virtual
standing of SNSs users. The SNSs metrics, such as Twitter’s “Retweet” and Facebook’s “Like”,
permit other users and audience members to gauge the SNSs user’s level of perceived social
acceptance. Nevertheless, irrespective of audience reaction volume, SNSs users may value
audience’s thoughtful positive comments or responses from someone deemed highly relevant to
their personal interests (i.e., for an enthusiastic basketball fan, a short tweet message from a
former NBA player, Shaquille O’Neal, would be much more valuable than the social metrics
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generated by other network members’ endorsements via clicking Twitter’s “Retweet” or
Facebook’s “Like” button). Regardless of the thoughtful nature of audience’s comments and how
personally the user is invested in the post, he/she may still feel rejected or think that the post is a
failure, especially if the response came from an individual or a group that the uses does not value
or perceive as relevant. For example, a SNSs user will less likely value an acquaintance’s
praising comment on his/her passionate Twitter post on a newly released song much less than the
actual singer’s short “thank you” tweet. A plain congratulatory message by a virtual
acquaintance on one’s new car will not carry as much emotional impact as would a welcoming
message from the manufacturer of the vehicle that this person is emotionally and financially
invested in. A SNSs user may regard a seemingly successful post, which generated quite
significant audience reaction volume, as a failure or feel rejected if the post only evoked
responses from people or groups with low perceived worth to the SNSs user, rather than from
highly relevant audience that is relevant—sharing similar interests, hence there is a high
likelihood that people or groups will understand the underlying emotions and motivations—and
what is important to him/her. In other words, low social worth of the audience may weaken the
effect of audience reaction volume on SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing and
self-esteem, while the effects of audience reaction volume will have interaction effects with the
perceived social worth of the responding brand. Hence, it is hypothesized:
H5: There will be an interaction effect between social worth of the brand and audience
reaction volume for the dependent measures of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the brand, such that the impact of
audience reaction volume on the dependent measures will be significantly greater for a
high social worth brand than for a low social worth brand.
H6: There will be an interaction effect between social worth of the brand and audience
response context for the dependent measures of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the brand, such that the impact of
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audience response context on the dependent measures will be significantly greater for a
high social worth brand than for a low social worth brand.
In reality, content sharing is immediately followed by various interactions with an
audience. When posted content is socially accepted—as judged by a high volume of audience
reactions and positive audience messages—and prompts SNSs responses from brands with high
perceived social worth, it is posited that such interaction should likely improve the dependent
outcomes of individual evaluations for the content contributor, such as self-esteem, attitude
toward the brand, and intentions to continue content sharing. On the other hand, when posted
content is socially rejected, which is affirmed via an insignificant audience reaction volume and
negative messages context, and gains attention from brands with low perceived social worth, it is
postulated that such interaction would be less likely to improve the dependent outcomes of
individual evaluations. Hence, it is hypothesized:
H7: There will be an interaction effect between social worth of the brand, audience
reaction volume, and audience response context for the dependent measures of (a)
intentions to continue brand content sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the
brand, such that the impact of audience response context on the dependent measures will
be significantly greater for high-volume audience reaction conditions than for lowvolume audience reaction conditions. This interaction effect will be stronger for high
social worth brand conditions than for low social worth brand conditions.
SNSs metrics permit users to assess their perceived level of social acceptance by gauging
the reactions of their audience, while immediately informing contributors that their content has
gained superior (socially accepted), gray area (shades of acceptance/rejection reflected by the
position along the continuum), or no acceptance (socially rejected). Based on the premise that
social acceptance and rejection lie on a continuum, it is hypothesized that, when a SNSs user’s
content is socially accepted, his/her self-esteem, attitude toward the brand, and intentions to
continue content sharing will be greater than when the content is evaluted in the gray area or in
the socially rejected segment. In addition, when a SNSs user feels that his/her content is in the
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“gray area” on the social acceptance and rejection continuum—as determined by receiving high
volume of responses but with negative messages, or low volume of responses but with positive
messages—such interactions will still generate improvement in the suggested dependent
outcomes than when the content is perceived as socially rejected. Thus, the author of this study
postulates that audience interactions help SNSs users gain sense of validation, which can provide
intrinsic satisfaction (Asch 1951; Darley and Latané 1968; Latané and Nida 1981; Postmes et al.
2001). SNSs users will favor less ideal audience attention (gray area) more than being ignored
(social rejection), although the most ideal audience attention (social acceptance) is the most
preferred one. These assertions are formulated in the following hypothesis that was tested as part
of the present study:
H8: SNSs users’ individual evaluations of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the brand, will be greater when their
content is socially accepted than when it is perceived to be in the gray area of social
acceptance or is socially rejected.
As hypothesized, the perceived social acceptance and the perceived social worth of a
brand will likely enhance SNSs users’ self-esteem. Such intrinsic satisfaction will function as a
social reward, subsequently strengthening individuals’ intentions to continue content sharing.
Consequently, such individuals will likely become strongly motivated to repeat a socially
rewarded behavior, which is to post marketing brand content that generates a high level of SNSs
audience attention. Based on this premise, the author hypothesizes:
H9: SNSs users’ self-esteem is positively associated with their intentions to continue
brand content sharing.
Lastly, the implication of the perceived social acceptance and the perceived social worth
of a brand for SNSs users is that initially elevated self-esteem will be carried over to the source
of the elevation, namely interactions with brands. Consequently, it is posited that a SNSs user’s

39

improved self-esteem will be positively associated with his/her attitude toward the brand. Hence,
it is hypothesized:
H10: SNSs users’ self-esteem is positively associated with their attitudes toward a brand
to which the content pertains.
In summary, sociometer theory serves as a fundamental framework for the present study,
owing to its ability to explain SNSs users’ brand content sharing mechanisms. It is postulated
that the pursuit of relational value will still occur in the SNSs environment and can be
accommodated by SNSs audience’s responses toward users’ posted content. The effects of the
perceived social acceptance, the perceived social worth of a brand, and the interaction effect of
both constructs constitute the research hypotheses, and it is expected that the study results will
include significantly different effects on the proposed dependent variables of—intentions to
continue content sharing, self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand.
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
In this section, the author describes the research design employed to test the proposed
brand content sharing framework and hypotheses. This section commences with the description
of the qualitative aspect of the study, which was conducted via an online pretest that asked series
of open-ended questions on scenarios.
A qualitative approach was undertaken to investigate the concept of social acceptance,
social worth of a brand, and believability of the scenarios devised for this study. The
fundamental premise of this work is that SNSs interactions are equivalent to personal
interactions; hence, they would be affected by the devised scenarios, manipulating social
acceptance via audience reaction volume and audience message context, and social worth. A
qualitative approach was beneficial for meeting the study objectives, as it helped develop a better
understanding of the phenomena of interest, especially when accepted principles were not yet
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established (Yin 2003). Thus, the overall goal of the qualitative pretest was to conceptualize new
constructs and incorporate them into experimental group approaches, through which the author
attempted to introduce stimuli that not only mimic the spontaneous nature of digital
communication, but also needed to be sufficiently realistic to generate reactions from
participants.
This qualitative assessment was followed by a series of pretests that adopted a scenario
format in order to determine the credibility of the chosen scenario and appropriateness of the
independent variables manipulation, and help develop the scales for the main study. An
experiment design approach can mitigate the potential sensitivity of stimuli to researchers’ topics
of interest (Chattopadhyay and Nedungadi 1992). The experiment incorporating a scenario
permits researchers to synthesize conclusions pertaining to causality, while upholding a
relatively high degree of mundane realism (Cremer et al. 2005), being ideal for investigating
individuals’ subjective reactions to events and procedures, such as attitudes and preferences
(Lind and Tyler 1988; Kwon and Weingart 2004), and lessening survey method’s response bias
owing to memory lapses and rationalization relying on recall (Smith and Bolton 1998).
Therefore, this approach was deemed appropriate, given the subjective nature of SNSs users’
reactions to audience interactions.
Following the aforementioned steps, the main study design was developed. The main
experiment examined the main effects of the perceived social acceptance and the perceived
social worth of a brand. In addition, the author explored the interaction effects of those
constructs on SNSs users’ intentions to continue brand content sharing, self-esteem, and attitudes
toward the brand. More specifically, the author examined whether the proposed dependent
measures could be enhanced by manipulating the proposed independent variables, employing a 2
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(SNSs audience reaction volume) × 2 (SNSs audience response context) × 2 (the perceived social
worth of a brand) between subjects factorial design.
Pretest of Scenarios
The pretest with open-ended questions focused on two goals. First, by providing two
contrasting scenarios for each group (the first group: high vs. low audience reaction volume and
high vs. low social worth of a brand; the second group: positive vs. negative audience response
context and high vs. low social worth of a brand), the author attempted to gauge the believability
of the scenarios and assess whether participants recognized such manipulation differences.
Second, by asking the participants open-ended questions, the author attempted to gain deeper
insights on SNSs users’ brand content sharing behavior and their intentions to react to stimuli.
Questions asked by the author covered topics pertinent to the study, including types of Twitter
interactions and reasons behind the participants’ responses to believability of the scenarios, and
their general perceptions of the research constructs.
The pretest was conducted to deepen the conceptualizations of the constructs and to pretest the effectiveness of scenario stimuli via an online panel service, Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.
The service is an open online marketplace for task creation, labor recruitment, compensation, and
data collection. According to Buhrmester et al. (2011), online panel services offer advantages of
facilitating high-quality data collection in an inexpensive and prompt manner. The respondents
in this phase of the research were screened to ascertain that they were active Twitter users with
content sharing experience, who were at least 18 years old and US citizens. Each participant
received $1.00 as compensation for his/her involvement. Two pretests of scenarios (comprising
29 women and 21 men in total) were conducted during a five-business-day period between 8AM
and 9PM (central time). The aggregate profiles of the participants are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1: Sample Descriptions
Group 1: 25 Participants

Group 2: 25 Participants

Profile:
- Active Twitter users who have experience with content
sharing
 Females (12), Males (13)
 Age 18-53
 Employed (21), Self-employed (3), Student (1)
 College credits (10), College degree (15)

Profile:
- Active Twitter users who have experience with content
sharing
 Females (17), Males (8)
 Age 18-53
 Emoloyed (15), Self-employed (7), Unemployed
(2), Student (1)
 High School diploma (4), College credits (7),
College degree (14)

The first group, comprising 12 women and 13 men, was asked to read two scenarios prior
to initiating discussions. The first scenario was embedded with high audience reaction volume
(e.g., receiving many retweets and favorites) and low social worth of a brand (e.g., a local
dealership responding to a user’s tweet), whereas the second scenario was embedded with low
audience reaction volume (e.g., receiving minimal reply) and high social worth of a brand (e.g., a
manufacturer responding to a user’s tweet). The second group, consisting of 17 women and 8
men, responded to two scenarios as well. The first scenario was embedded with high social
worth of a brand (e.g., a manufacturer responding to a user’s tweet) and negative response
context (e.g., accusing a user of doing a favor for a car company), whereas the second scenario
was embedded with low social worth of a brand (e.g., a local dealership responding to a user’s
tweet) and positive response context (e.g., other SNSs users praise for the posted content)
(Appendix B).
Pretest Results
The participants’ comments pertained to six questions. The author asked the following
open-ended questions: (1) Can you see meaningful differences between the scenarios? (2) Are
the scenarios believable? (3) Does the audience reaction volume (Twitter audience reaction
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volume) matter to you? (4) Does the social worth of a brand matter to you? and (5) Does the
context of audience response matter to you? In addition, participants’ general attitudes regarding
marketer vs. user-generated content was also asked. Examples of participants’ comments are
organized in Table 2. Appendix A contains a table showing the full listing of the transcribed
comments developed from the pretest interviews.

Table 2. Pretest Participants Comments
Questions
Does the audience reaction volume
(Twitter audience reaction volume)
matter to you? (e.g., many retweets,
favorites, and messages vs. very few of
responses)

Comments
- Well, I will be mad my real pic got
- Because in the long run, it’s not that
less attention!
big of a deal…
- …I might delete both tweets out of
embarrassment
- No one likes to speak in a vacuum,
and it’s nice others appreciate my
thoughts

Does the social worth of a brand matter
to you? (e.g., a Twitter response by
Toyota manufacturer vs. a local Toyota
dealership)

- I think from the main company
would be much more compelling than
just a local dealer.
- I think more would see it from the
main company also making my post
get more exposure.
- The dealer is more concerned about
short term profits where as the
manufacturer is building a brand for
the long term

Does the context of response matter to
you? (e.g., Twitter audience’s positive
responses vs. negative ones)

- I will be upset my followers are being
jerks

- I wouldn’t want to appear selfcentered and like I worried about how
many retweets I get
- I like when people enjoy reading
what I have to say, but does it change
my day at all? Nope. Not a bit
- Toyota is Toyota; either way they
(the manufacturer vs. a local dealer)
are still representing Toyota.
- I generally do not care about
companies commenting on my
Tweets, though it is nice that they
have a PR person contacting
customers.
- I don't take what people say on the
internet seriously.

- It matters to me because I want to
read positive comments, not negative

- They (those whom responded with
negative comments) are mostly
Internet trolls who just do it (respond
negatively) to get a reaction out of
people.

- The context of the tweet is very
important to me because I hate
negative comments and sentiments

- If people are responding negatively,
there is no reason to fuel them by
responding

- Seeing someone’s negativity would
make me more reluctant to post things

- I can quietly appreciate
congratulations without making a big
deal of them, and I can ignore
criticism that I think is petty and
unimportant
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Can you see meaningful differences between scenarios? The analysis of responses
concerning the question revealed that the majority of the participants noticed at least one
stimulus discrepancy between two scenarios, while the remaining participants noticed two
stimuli differences. In the case of the first group, where participants were exposed to a audience
reaction volume (high vs. low volume of audience reactions via Twitter responses) and social
worth of a brand manipulations, the majority of the participants recognized the stimulus. In the
case of the second group, where the participants received high and low stimuli of social worth (a
tweet response from a car manufacturer—high social worth—vs. a tweet response from a local
dealership—low social worth) and message context (a positive vs. negative), the participants
appeared to be more sensitive to message context.
Are the scenarios believable? The analysis of responses pertaining to the question
revealed that the majority of the participants found the scenarios to be both realistic and
believable. They stated that the practice of posting an image of a new purchase and expressing
excitement is common among Twitter users. Some respondents mentioned that they would not be
surprised if car manufacturers monitored and responded to tweets mentioning their brand names,
and some even pointed out that using an image produced by a manufacturer is plagiarism.
Nonetheless, a considerable majority of the participants stated that the Twitter interactions with
brands and the uses of images upon a purchase were believable Twitter practices.
Does the audience reaction volume (Twitter audience reaction volume) matter to you?
The participant responses to the question revealed that some individuals highly value audience
reactions: “Well, I will be mad my real pic got less attention!” (woman, group #1), “…I might
delete both tweets out of embarrassment” (woman, group #1). “No one likes to speak in a
vacuum, and it’s nice others appreciate my thoughts” (female, group #1). They recognized
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Twitter audience reactions (e.g., “Retweets”, “Favorites”, and “Replies”) as a sign of enjoyment,
support, appreciation, engagement, and interest. One of the participants (male, group #1) even
stated that audience reactions and feedback are the primary motivation behind other users’
content sharing. On the other hand, several participants reported that they did not value audience
reactions because they engaged in Twitter solely for fun. For them, posting content and receiving
feedback was nothing to be excited about; it was akin to a game, whereby an ego boost was
simply a by-product of virtual platform utilization. Moreover, some individuals were rather
contradictory in their responses.While some stated that they did not care about audience
reactions, they later said that the value they ascribed to feedback was dependent on the topic. In
addition, several participants reported that the audience reaction volume was insignificant to
affect them in any way: “I wouldn’t want to appear self-centered and like I worried about how
many retweets I get” (male, group #1). Overall, many Twitter users appeared to care about
audience reactions, albeit to varying degrees.
Does the social worth of a brand matter to you? This question elicited responses
indicating that the majority of respondents failed to see the difference between a car
manufacturer and a local dealer (Toyota manufacturer vs. a local Toyota dealership) because
they perceived them as the same company. They stated that the brand is the same across all
dealerships and believed that the car manufacturer and the local dealership comprises the same
business entity. On the other hand, several respondents reported that they considered the
manufacturer’s Twitter response a more significant event because it pertained to the company as
a whole, while posts made by local dealerships are less relevant, as these are only a small part of
the firm. Numerous respondents openly stated that, as a well-known brand, Toyota’s effort to
interact with individual car owners was a noteworthy event. In addition, one respondent pointed
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out that Toyota would likely strive to build a long-term brand image, whereas a local dealership
would be heavily oriented toward short-term gains. Although few participants pointed out that
Twitter interaction was a very momentary event, they appeared to acknowledge that the Toyota
brand was capable of generating a much bigger exposure for individual customers’ tweets
relative to a local Toyota dealership.
Does the context of response matter to you? When responses to the question were
analyzed, a strong preference toward the audience reactions in positive contexts was noted
among the respondents: “It matters to me because I want to read positive comments, not
negative…” (male, group #2), and “The context of the tweet is very important to me because I
hate negative comments and sentiments” (female, group #2). Moreover, one participant
suggested that negative audience response might have detrimental effects on users’ content
sharing behavior: “Seeing someone’s negativity would make me more reluctant to post things”
(male, group #2). Interestingly, some individuals discounted the value of audience reactions
while simultaneously valuing them: “It would not be something I’d react to, as I don’t mind the
message” (woman, group #2), and “I can quietly appreciate congratulations without making a big
deal of them, and I can ignore criticism that I think is petty and unimportant” (woman, group #2).
In such cases, it can be posited that, while these participants appeared to care about the value of
audience interactions, marketers are unlikely to be able to discern this from solely evaluating
their responses.
Several important findings emerged from the pretest results. First, the analysis of
responses to individual questions affirmed that Twitter users value audience reactions, which, in
turn, can potentially influence their behaviors, such as deleting tweets due to embarrassment or
being angry or upset due to lack of audience attention. In addition, audience reaction alone can
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potentially alter Twitter users’ content sharing behavior because of the concerns associated with
receiving negative reactions, being portrayed as self-centered, or sheer embarrassment.
Second, the participants appeared to have more complex perceptions about the marketergenerated content. While some participants clearly consider marketer-generated content as
advertising, others felt that its superior quality could potentially attract audience’s attention. As
several participants noted, Twitter users are more likely to perceive audience’s high level of
attention induced by SNSs user-generated content as a common phenomenon, while those
received by marketer-generated content was viewed as strange. Nevertheless, a significant
proportion of participants rationalized that, when marketer-generated content received
considerable audience attention, it was likely due to its superior content quality. Hence, the
analysis of the responses revealed that, while the boundary between advertising and attractive
content is becoming increasingly blurred, Twitter users are more susceptible to brand content
marketing efforts by marketers.
Third, the qualitative data pertaining to the brand worth suggested that some revisions of
the scenarios were required before commencing the main study. More specifically, a significant
proportion of participants perceived the Toyota manufacturer and a local Toyota dealer as a
single business entity, rather than two separate business units with potentially different social
worth. Nonetheless, the confusion was mainly among the participants with relatively small
sample size (n=50) and an equally sizable proportion of participants clearly distinguished
between Toyota manufacturer and a local Toyota dealership. In order to maximize the intended
manipulation of perceived social worth of a brand, the scenarios were pretested with different
sample groups. The details were discussed in the independent variable section (p. 58).
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Dependent Variables (DVs)
As previously noted, the author employed three dependent variables (DVs) of primary
interest: (1) intentions to continue brand content sharing, (2) self-esteem, and (3) attitude toward
the brand.
Self-Esteem of SNSs Users
The author examined existing self-esteem scales to establish their appropriateness for
conversion that reflects SNSs environments. This resulted in identifying two of the most
researched scales—the Rosenberg Self-esteem scale with ten items (RSE; Rosenberg 1965,
1979), and Hertherton and Polivy state self-esteem scale with twenty items (1991). The former is
a global measure of self-esteem, encompassing the trait self-esteem of individuals’ social factors
(Sciangula and Morry 2009), whereas the latter is a multidimensional scale, intending to capture
social, appearance, and performance dimensions of state self-esteem (Heatherton and Polivy
1991).
Individuals derive their overall sense of self-esteem from social interactions, through
which they construct and maintain a positive “social self.” People are socially oriented beings
driven by the visceral need to belong and be accepted by others (Baumeister et al. 1995). Thus,
scholars argue that the status of one’s social self is a significant determinant of his/her
psychological well-being (Thoits 1985; Singh-Manoux et al. 2003). This implies that the
influence of social factors on SNSs users’ self-esteem can explain their actions to construct (e.g.,
by curating specific digital content to establish an image of their pertinent subject expert or
having separate personal and professional Twitter accounts), maintain (e.g., by routinely
publishing digital content or being consistent with previously published subject matter), and
protect an ideal social self (e.g., by responding to negative comments or being cautious to ensure
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that one’s posts are well-aligned with virtual norms, such as refraining from discussing
potentially controversial topics and memes).
Individuals’ concern for their social appearance can be explained by the theory of selfmonitoring (Snyder 1974, 1979, 1987). The theory postulates that some individuals monitor their
expressive behavior and accordingly regulate their self-presentation to maintain an ideal public
image because they are concerned with the situational appropriateness of their expressive selfpresentation (Gangestad and Snyder 2000). Hence, an individual with a high self-monitoring
tendency may be highly responsive to social and interpersonal cues of situationally appropriate
social behaviors within the SNSs sphere. The theoretical perspective of self-monitoring implies
that individuals actively seek feedback from others and look for social cues in order to determine
their status and worth.
Anxiety arising from poor performance is a well-researched topic in the academic arena
(Brockner et al. 1987; Metalsky et al. 1987; Kernis et al. 1989). Available scholarly evidence
suggests that students who performed poorly in an exam were reported to be more intensely
affected negatively than those who had performed well (Kernis et al. 1989). In the study
conducted by Metalsky and colleagues (1987), participants with low global self-esteem reported
feeling depressed for 10 days following a failed exam, whereas students with high self-esteem
could recover completely within the 10-day period. In the case of SNSs environment, users often
enjoy “micro-celebrity” status when their post generates significant number of audience
reactions. In particular, numerous SNSs employ various means of quantifying the popularity
level of content, such as Twitter’s “Retweets”, Facebook’s “Likes”, and Pinterest’s “Pins”, and
they conveniently inform users of how successful their content is in generating popularity, which
is translated into performance in the SNSs realm (Huberman et al. 2004; Lampel and Bhalla
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2007). Hence, the influence of concern for poor performance on SNSs users’ self-image can
explain their actions, such as deciding to remove negative audience responses from SNSs stream
or even deleting the post that generated less than ideal audience responses, such as negative
comments or ridicules.
The author measured SNSs users’ self-esteem by drawing from an extensive review of
the extant literature on self-esteem (Heatherton and Polivy 1991; Baumeister and Leary 1995;
Leary et al. 1995a; Leary 1999). The instrument adopted in this study comprised 20 items from
the scale developed by Heatherton and Policy (1991), along with 10 items sourced from the work
of Rosenberg (1965). All items require responses on a 7-point Likert-type scale anchored at 1 =
“strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”, whereby the participants were instructed to select
the response option that best matches their views.
Intentions to Continue Content Sharing
The author measured SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing via two items:
“Would you likely repeat the Tiwtter posting about your new car?” and “Do you intend to
continue Twitter posting about your new car?”. Both items were rated on a 7-point Likert-type
scale adopted and modified from the pertinent literature (the scale was anchored at 1 = “strongly
disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”) (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Ajzen and Driver 1991).
Attitude Toward the Brand
For the purpose of measuring the attitude toward the brand, the author adopted four scale
items from the existing literature (Faircloth et al. 2001; Spears and Singh 2004; Olsen et al.
2014; Varnali 2014): 1) “Do you feel great about the fact that the brand responded to your tweet
about your new car?”, 2) “Do you like the fact that the brand publicly recognized your tweet
about your new car?”, 3) “Considering that the brand’s and my Twitter followers’ reactions to
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my tweet, I feel satisfied with the way Twitter activities look righ now”, and 4) “Do you think it
is nice that your Twitter followers acknowledged the brand’s public recognition of your tweet
about your new car?”. They were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale adopted and modified
from the pertinent literature (the scale was anchored at 1 = “strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly
agree”).
Scale Development Pretest
A number of participants were recruited using an online panel service, Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (n=247). Each participant read and signed an informed consent form before
proceeding with the survey. The author initially screened the survey questions for ambiguous
items and statements. For the same purpose, the respondents were also asked whether they had
experienced any difficulty in understanding any item or statement. The participants were active
Twitter users, who joined the study for an incentive of $0.50. All participants were aged 20 or
above and were currently residing in the US (Table 3).

Table 3: Respondent Profiles
Participants
(n=247)

Percentage %

Male

136

55.1%

Female

111

44.9%

20-30

135

54.7%

31-40

77

31.2%

41-50

22

8.9%

51 and over

13

5.3%

High School
Diploma

35

14.2%

College credits

84

34.0%

College degree

110

44.5%

Graduate degree

18

7.3%

Employed

159

64.4%

Self-employed

43

17.4%

Gender

Age

Education
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Table 3. (continued)
Education

Participants

Percentage %

Unemployed

11

4.5%

Homemaker

12

4.9%

Student

21

8.5%

Other

1

0.4%

Generally, the minimum requirement for an adequate sample size is to have at least five
times as many observations as the number of variables to be analyzed, with a 10 to 1 ratio being
more preferable (Hair et al. 2010). Given the number of scale measurements to be analyzed (30
items for self-esteem, three items for attitude toward the brand, and two items for intentions to
continue content sharing), the sample size employed (n=247) met these criteria.
The author used one of the 16 potential scenarios (high reaction volume × positive
response × high perceived social worth of a brand) from the main experiment. Respondents were
asked to recall their latest Twitter activities, and answer questions (intentions to continue brand
content sharing, self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand) in relation to the given scenario
(Appendix C and D).
Based on the aforementioned information, in this work, identifying appropriate items
was the first step in the development of a SNSs user’s self-esteem measure. Scale development
via exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were conducted (1)
in order to reduce the number of indicators for self-esteem scales and (2) to develop and validate
SNSs relevant scales for intentions to continue content sharing, self-esteem, and attitude toward
the brand. EFA is particularly useful when the objective is to reduce numerous indicators to a
manageable set. It attempts to factor an overall set of items, whereby the indicators are
constructed based on the results of factor loadings (Anderson and Gerbing 1988; Hair et al.
2008). Although this study was guided by sociometer theory, which gauges individuals’
changing relational value through their self-esteem, it is important to note that the theory was
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developed in the context of interpersonal interactions. Hence, it was necessary to develop
appropriate self-esteem scales, attitude toward the responding brand, and intentions to continue
content sharing that reflect the virtual SNSs environment.
Principle component extraction and orthogonal rotation were used in line with the
guidelines proposed by Churchill (1979), Parasuraman et al. (1998), Dabholkar et al. (1996), and
Fabrigar et al. (1999). As mentioned previously, the author adapted 20 items from the scale
developed by Heatherton and Policy (1991), and drew an additional 10 items from the work of
Rosenberg (1965). A 7-point Likert-type scale was adopted for all items, whereby the
participants were instructed to select one response that best matched their views (the scale was
anchored at 1 = “strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”).

Table 4: EFA Results, Reliability Assessment, Variance explained, and Standard Deviations for
dependent measures
Items

Social

SE11 I feel concerned about the impression I am making

0.74

SE16 I am worried about looking foolish

0.73

SE14 I feel self-conscious about my Twitter activities
SE13 I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or
failure

0.71

SE6 I am worried about what other people think of me

0.63

Appearance

Performance

Attitude

0.70

SE20 I feel that others respect and admire me

0.76

SE5 I feel like I am not doing well

0.75

SE19 I feel good about myself

0.73

SE2 I am dissatisfied with my Twitter activities

0.83

SE10 I feel frustrated about my Twitter performance

0.65

SE9 I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others

0.61

ATB2 Do you feel great about the fact that the brand responded to
your tweet about your new car?
ATB1 Do you like the fact that the brand publicly recognized your
tweet about your new car?

0.86
0.82

ATB4 Considering that the brand's and my Twitter followers’
reactions to my tweet, I feel satisfied with the way my Twitter
activities look right now.
ATB3 Do you think it is nice that your Twitter followers
acknowledged the brand's public recognition of your tweet about your
new car?
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0.57

0.73

Intention

Table 4. (continued)
Items

Social

Appearance

Performance

Attitude

Intentions

ISC1 Would you likely repeat the Twitter posting about your new car?

0.89

ISC2 Do you intend to continue Twitter posting about your new car?

0.86

Total Variance Explained = 71.57%

17.27%

13.83%

12.82%

17.06%

10.60%

Coefficient Alpha

0.84

0.76

0.74

0.88

0.77

Mean

5.19

5.55

5.84

5.61

4.29

Standard Deviation

1.33

1.2

1.15

1.03

1.6

The statistical criteria for item retention included (1) factor loadings greater than 0.5, (2)
Eigenvalue greater than 1, and (3) absence of cross-loading (Hair et al. 2010). The author
performed reliability checks for each scale item via Cronbach’s alpha assessment, whereby the
author adopted the generally accepted lower limit for Cronbach’s alpha of .70 (Nunally 1978).
The values of scale reliabilities ranged from .74 to .88. Tables 4 and 5 contain the factor
loadings, with the total variance explained, and the coefficient alphas representing the remaining
scale items.
The results yielded by the EFA indicated a three-factor solution for self-esteem with 11
items, whereby the factors were denoted as social, performance, and appearance, in line with the
nomenclature adopted by Heatherton and Polivy (1991). In addition, the EFA results indicated
single factor solution for attitude toward the brand with four items and for intentions to continue
content sharing with two items. These factors explained 71.6% of the variance. Following the
analysis, the author retained 11 self-esteem, 4 attitude toward the brand, and 2 intentions to
continue content sharing items (Tables 4 and 5).
Despite popular adaptation amongst scholars, the 20-item Rosenberg self-esteem scale
(RSE) was removed due to low loadings. RSE was somewhat insensitive to experimental
manipulations because it offered minimal variability in responses and was a global measure of
self-esteem (Heatherton and Polivy 1991). As the manipulations employed in this study aimed at
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several components of the self-concept, it is probable that RSE was not able to capture
momentary changes of SNSs users’ state self-esteem.
The empirically validated factor solutions for self-esteem scale were subsequently tested
by performing confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS 22 (Arbuckle 2013; Byrne 2013). The
author hypothesized that items would load on latent variables following the structure identified
in the EFA. The path diagram and coefficients are shown in Figure 4. The results are
summarized in Table 5, indicating that the proposed factor measurement model fits the data
reasonably well (χ292=168.7, p=.000, RMSEA= .058, CFI=.96, GFI=.92, AGFI=.88, TLI=.95)
(Browne and Cudeck 1993; Hu and Bentler 1999; Bagozzi 2010; Iacobucci 2010; Hair et al.
2010).
As shown in Table 5, all estimated factor loadings were significant (t >2.00) with
standardized loading estimates ranging from .52 to .93 except SE5 (standardized factor loading
of .46). The author accordingly removed the item as shown in Figure 4. The magnitudes of the
loading estimates and the construct reliability (CR) values exceeding .7 suggest that each item
was a reliable indicator of its underlying construct (Hair et al. 2010). Furthermore, the author
also tested the discriminant validity by evaluating the average variance extracted (AVE). Each
underlying construct with values above .50 were deemed acceptable (Fornell and Larcker 1981;
Hair et al. 2010), and composite reliability ranged between .74 and .88. In addition to confirming
discriminant validity, none of the shared variances (Φ2) between the constructs exceeded the
AVEs by the corresponding construct pairs. These results indicated that the multi-item scales
demonstrated acceptable convergent and discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981). As the
results yielded by the EFA and CFA suggested, the author retained 10 scale items for SNSs
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users’ self-esteem, 4 scale items for attitudes toward the brand, and 2 scale items for intentions
to continue content sharing (Table 6). The revised questionnaire is presented in Appendix F.

Figure 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Validation Sample for Self-esteem, Attitude toward
the brand, and Intentions to continue content sharing
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Table 5: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the self-esteem
scale
Scale Items (Self-esteem)

Standardized Factor Loadings1 t-values

Social (α= .84) (AVE= .53, CR = .96, Ф2=.49)
SE16 I am worried about looking foolish
SE14 I feel self-conscious about my Twitter activities
SE13 I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure
SE11 I feel concerned about the impression I am making
SE6 I am worried about what other people think of me

.89
.65
.80
.69
.55

*
11.01
14.71
10.86
9.12

.82
.93

*
14.12

.86
.73
.52

*
11.49
7.98

ATB4 Considering that the brand's and my Twitter followers’ reactions to my
tweet, I feel satisfied with the way my Twitter activities look right now

.58

*

ATB3 Do you think it is nice that your Twitter followers acknowledged the brand's
public recognition of your tweet about your new car?

.83

9.56

ATB2 Do you feel great about the fact that the brand responded to your tweet
about your new car?

.91

10.02

ATB1 Do you like the fact that the brand publicly recognized your tweet about
your new car?

.89

9.90

.90
.70

*
5.82

Appearance (α= 76) (AVE= .77, CR = .97, Ф2=.32)
SE20 I feel that others respect and admire me
SE19 I feel good about myself
Performance (α= .74) (AVE= .51, CR = .94, Ф2=.49)
SE10 I feel frustrated about my Twitter performance
SE9 I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others
SE2 I am dissatisfied with my Twitter activities
Attitude toward the brand (α= .88) (AVE= .66, CR = .93, Ф2=.34)

Intentions to continue content sharing (α= .77) (AVE= .65, CR = .92, Ф2=.13)
ISC2. Do you intend to continue Twitter posting about your new car?
ISC1. Would you likely repeat the Twitter posting about your new car?

Model fit statistics: χ292=168.7, p<.000, RMSEA= .058, CFI=.96, GFI=.92, AGFI=.88, TLI=.95
NOTE: All the loadings are significant at the .01 level.
1Loadings were initially fixed to 1.0.

Independent Variables (IVs)
The following independent variables (IVs) were of primary interest for this study: the
perceived social acceptance (PSA: audience reaction volume [high vs. low] and audience
response context [positive and negative]) and the perceived social worth of a brand (PSW: high
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vs. low). The effects of the IVs were induced via scenarios and visual stimuli of imaginary
Twitter posts, audience reactions volume, and audience response context.
Perceived Social Acceptance (PSA): Pretest
A number of participants were recruited to pretest scenarios using an online panel
service, Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N=164). Each participant read and signed an informed
consent form before proceeding with the survey. The participants were active Twitter users, who
joined the study for an incentive of $0.50. All participants were aged 20 or above and were
currently residing in the US. In order to pretest manipulations (audience reaction volume,
audience response context, perceived social worth of a brand), the author created two versions of
a sentence for each manipulation, and showed them to the study participants, along with the
images of a new car with an imaginary tweet mentioning the vehicle (Appendix E).

Table 6: Pretest Respondent Profiles
Participants
(n=164)

Percentage %

Male

64

39.0%

Female

100

61.0%

Audience reaction volume

51

31.1%

Audience response context
Perceived social worth of a
brand

57

34.8%

56

34.1%

Gender

Manipulation

Age
Below 20

3

1.8%

20-30

130

79.3%

31-40

31

18.9%

High School Diploma

26

15.9%

College credits

47

28.7%

College degree

76

46.3%

Graduate degree

15

9.1%

Employed

101

61.6%

Education

Employment
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Table 6. (continued)
)Employment

Participants

Percentage %

Self-employed

30

18.3%

Unemployed

14

8.5%

Homemaker

1

0.6%

Student

13

7.9%

Other

2

1.2%

Audience reaction volume
The author manupulated the volume of audience reaction to a tweet, mentioning a new
car by providing survey participants two different scenarios. In the high audience reaction
volume version, the participants were given a scenario, in which they were told that, upon
tweeting about the purchase of a new car, they received a greater than usual number of tweet
favorites and retweets:
…Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many Retweets and
Favorites, the number of which exceeds your previous best tweet record…
On the other hand, in the low audience reaction volume version, participants were
informed that their tweet received a rather mediocre response:
…Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any Retweets
and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this…
The author pretested the scenarios to ensure that the two versions of audience reaction
volume (high vs. low) resulted a significant difference in SNSs users’ self-esteem means (t(49) =
3.52, p < .00) and a large effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.99) (Table 7).

Table 7. Summary of Pretest Results
Manipulation

Dependent
Variable

t

df

P

Audience reaction
volume
(High vs. Low)

Users' Self-esteem

3.52

49

<.00

60

Mean
High: 5.56

Cohen's d
Low: 4.63

0.99

Table 7. (continued)
) Manipulation
Audience response
context
(Positive vs. Negative)
Social worth of the
brand
(High vs. Low)

Dependent
Variable

t

df

P

Users' Self-esteem

3.1

55

<.00

Positive: 5.37

Negative: 4.54

0.91

Attitude toward the
Brand

4

54

<.00

High: 5.76

Low: 4.52

1.07

Mean

Cohen's d

Audience response context
The author manupulated the context of audience response to a tweet, mentioning a new
car by providing survey participants two different scenarios. In the positive context condition,
participants were told that they received congratulatory messages about their new car from their
Twitter followers. In this scenario, the participants were also given the text of the imaginary
tweet about a new car, along with examples of their followers’ tweet responses.
In the negative context condition, participants were informed that some of their followers
replied to them with negative messages:
…Some of your [Twitter] followers replied to you with negative messages, calling you a
sell-out and accusing you of doing a favor for the company…
The author pretested the scenarios to ensure that the two versions of audience message
context (positive vs. negative) resulted in a significant difference in SNSs users’ self-esteem
means (t(55) = 3.10, p < .00) and a large effect size (Cohen’s d = .91) (Table 7).
Perceived Social Worth (PSW) of a Brand: Pretests
During the qualitative pretest, participants responded to a series of open-ended questions,
the analysis of which revealed that a significant proportion of the participants regarded Toyota
manufacturer and a local Toyota dealership as a single business, instead of assigning different
perceived social worth to these business entities. In order to statistically test such claim and to
evaluate the manipulation effect, the following pretest was conducted.
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The author manipulated the perceived social worth of a brand by providing participants
with two different scenarios. In the high social worth of the brand condition, participants were
informed that they received a congratulatory message about their new car from the car’s
manufacturer. In addition, they were shown an imaginary tweet about a new car and the
manufacturer’s tweet message.
In the low social worth of the brand condition, participants were told that a local car
service firm congratulated them on their new car purchase:
…You just noticed that a local auto service firm left a congratulatory message about your
new car. Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much value in this message…
As before, the author pretested the scenarios to ensure that the two versions of social
worth of a brand (high vs. low) resulted in a significant difference in SNSs users’ attitudes
toward the brand (t(54) = 4.00, p < .00) and a large effect size (Cohen’s d = 1.07) (Table 7).
Results yielded by the t-test conducted via SPSS 22 indicated the audience reaction
volume manipulation significantly affected their self-esteem responses, producing a large effect
size (Cohen 1988). Tests of means indicated that, relative to the low reaction volume, the highvolume manipulation influenced the respondents more positively. In addition, audience response
context manipulation exerted a significant effect on the participants’ self-esteem with a large
effect size (Cohen 1988). In line with the above, tests of means revealed that, relative to the
negative condition, the respondents were influenced more strongly by the positive response
context manipulation. Perceived social worth of a brand manipulation significantly affected their
attitudes toward a brand. However, despite large effect size, it failed to influence the SNSs users’
self-esteem. According to the results yielded by the tests of means, compared to a brand with low
social worth, a brand with high social worth influenced the respondents more positively, but not
to a statistically significant extent.
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The pretests assessing the effects of audience reaction volume and response context
revealed effects on participants’ self-esteem. On the other hand, according to the pretest
assessing the effect of perceived social worth of a brand, it failed to exert any influence on
participants’ self-esteem, and only their attitudes toward a brand was significantly improved.
Although these findings suggested that the intended effects were not fully delivered, the author
reasoned that the pretests assessing the main effect individually were insufficient for evaluating
the intended effects. According to sociometer theory, individuals’ self-esteem is the byproduct of
their perceived social acceptance. In addition, the magnitude of self-esteem is influenced by
relational value, which is based on personal valuation of the individuals or groups that provide
the sense of acceptance (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Leary 1999a, 1999b; Leary et al. 1995a,
1995b; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Murray et al. 2000; Leary 2001, 2005). Since each of the
pretests assessed the intended effects separately (i.e., evaluating the effect of perceived social
worth of a brand separately from the elements of perceived social acceptance, which were
evaluated individually), the intended effects may not have been fully evaluated. In particular,
SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing were conceptualized as a recurrent behavior
that provides intrinsic rewards in terms of SNSs activity. Since the perception of social
acceptance was generated in the absence of relational value, the author was unable to observe
any change in individuals’ intentions to continue content sharing. In other words, the author
anticipated that combining these scenarios would produce the intended effects. Hence, the
scenarios for audience reaction volume and response context were retained. Nonetheless, as the
findings yielded by the qualitative pretest and the t-test of scenarios for perceived social worth of
a brand suggested, some revisions to the scenarios were strongly warranted in order to generate
distinguishable perceived social worth a brand assignment. Thus, in the scenario adopted in the
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main study, a vehicle manufacturer was assigned high social worth and a local vehicle service
firm was treated as a brand with low social worth.
Main Study Designs
Within the main study, the author investigated whether SNSs users’ self-esteem could be
enhanced by manipulating audience reaction volume (high vs. low audience reaction), audience
response context (positive vs. negative response context) on posted brand content, and perceived
social worth of a responder (High: vehicle manufacturer vs. Low: a local auto service provider),
employing a 2 (reaction volume high vs. low) × 2 (message context positive vs. negative) × 2
(social worth high vs. low) factorial design scenarios. Due to the potential sensitivity of audience
reactions’ effects on SNSs users’ individual evaluations of their worth and social status, the
author designed an experiment to scrutinize the varying nature of audience reactions’ effects on
SNSs users given: (1) different levels of audience attention paid to individual SNSs users’
content via textual and visual stimuli, (2) different levels of SNSs users’ evaluations on brands
by providing four most popular vehicles as scenario subjects (the selections were based on this
study’s pretest data), and (3) the interaction effects of both elements on (a) SNSs users’ selfesteem, (b) attitudes toward a brand, and (c) intentions to continue content sharing.
Main Study Sample Selections and Data Collection Process
The 790 participants were recruited using the online panel service, Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk. The inclusion criteria were: (1) being an active Twitter user willing to join the study for an
incentive of $0.60, (2) being 18 years of age or older; and (3) residing in the US at the time of
the study. The participants were active Twitter users who were aged 20 or above and currently
resided in the US. The first criterion was particularly important, as it ensured that the participants
were selected from the target group for this study. In order to qualify for participation in this
study, interested individuals had to meet the aforementioned inclusion criteria without any
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restrictions with respect to their demographic, socioeconomic, and sociocultural background.
The nationality of the participants was purposely limited to the US citizens only, as it was
assumed that culture would play an important role in individual behaviors and perceptions. Thus,
while cultural difference alone could potentially create unintended effects on the aggregated
data, the general SNSs usage, including Twitter, could be highly dependent on culture. Hence, to
maximize the effect size of the study findings, the author invited only US citizens to participate
because the United States has the highest number of active Twitter users (Lipman 2014; Lee
2016).
Prior to completing the survey, all participants were required to read and sign an
informed consent form, affirming their voluntary agreement to partake in the study and verifying
the understanding that they could withdraw from the survey at any point without incurring any
penalties. Participants were assured of confidentiality and voluntary participation. Any
identifiable data (e.g., Amazon Mechanical Turk login names, IP addresses, and time stamps)
were removed once the data was compiled. Upon completing data collection, the author
transferred the participants’ responses into a data file, and kept the data file within a separate
data storage device, encrypted with a password. When participants accessed the survey link, they
were randomly assigned to a scenario.
In all conditions, the respondents were asked to choose a vehicle of their preference
among Toyota Camry, Toyota Prius, Honda Civic, and Subaru WRX. Those vehicles were found
to be the most popular ones among the pretest participants, as they were most frequently cited
when the pretest respondents were asked to name a vehicle that they aspire to purchase in the
near future. Next, the study participants were asked to envisage engaging in daily Twitter
activities based on written scripts and visual stimuli that were relevant to their choice of vehicle,
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controlling for a vehicle color. Considering the visually oriented nature of Twitter operation,
such visual stimuli not only provided a sense of realism to the participants, it also strengthened
the intended manipulations (See Appendix F for copies of scenarios used in the main study).
When answering the survey items measuring their self-esteem, the participants were instructed to
do so in reference to a randomly assigned scenario in which the manipulations for the three
factors were embedded. The participants were subsequently instructed to answer the screening
questions.
Despite the many advantages of online panel services (Buhrmester et al. 2011), like
Amazon’s Mechanical Turks, there are concerns about the overall quality of the data because
unsupervised survey participants may not be as attentive as subjects in a lab with a supervising
experimenter. Such participants often introduce noise into an experiment. This may compromise
experimental power, and thus become perplexing to identify and account for at a later stage
(Oppenheimer et al. 2009). Hence, the following questions were incorporated to identify
attentive survey participants, serving as screening questions: “What was the name of the brand
that responded to your tweet about new car purchase?” “What did your Twitter followers tweet
about your new car purchase?” “Did your tweet about the new car purchase generate many
Retweets and Favorites or none of them?” The responses were later coded into a 1 (correct) and
2 (incorrect) responses. The participants who correctly answered the three questions were
included along with the participants who only failed one question (accounting for less than 10%
of the final sample size). After data cleaning, respondents’ answers were aggregated across the
different vehicle makers to form the dataset. The final group sample size was n=400 with 50
participants for each of the eight conditions (Tables 8 and 9).
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Table 8: Main Study Participant Profiles
Participants
(n=400)

Gender

Percentage %

Male

194

48.5%

Female

206

51.5%

Vehicle Types

Female

Male

Total

Toyota Camry

53

57

110

27.5%

Honda Civic

56

49

105

26.3%

Toyota Prius

45

52

97

24.3%

Subaru WRX

52

36

88

22.0%

Age
20-30

202

50.5%

31-40

127

31.8%

41-50

46

11.5%

51 and over

25

6.3%

High School
Diploma

43

10.8%

College credits

126

31.5%

College degree
Graduate
degree

187

46.8%

44

11.0%

Employed

242

60.5%

Self-employed

53

13.3%

Unemployed

24

6.0%

Homemaker

16

4.0%

Student

33

8.3%

Other

2

0.5%

Education

Employment

The 50 participants in each of the eight conditions reflected both main and interaction
effects—perceived social acceptance (high vs. low) and perceived social worth of the responders
(high vs. low). Additional settings include an alpha of .05, and interaction effects error term u=1,
pertaining to high vs. low reaction volume (2 levels – 1 df) × positive vs. negative response
context (2 levels – 1 df) × high vs. low social worth of a responder (2 levels – 1 df). Thus, the
sample size of an experiment of 400 would result in the power to detect a significant interaction
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effect between .82 (small effect size f = .10) and greater than .995 (medium effect size f = .20)
(Cohen 1988). The data collection was conducted during a fifteen-business-day period between
8AM and 9PM (central time). The main study experiment design is as follows (Table 9):

Table 9: Experiment Scenarios
Audience Reaction Volume-H1
Response Context-P2 Response Context-N2
PSW3-H PSW-L PSW-H
PSW-L
Socially
Accepted
1

Audience Reaction Volume-L1
Response Context-P
Response Context-N
PSW-H
PSW-L
PSW-H
PSW-L

Gray Area
2

3

4

5

6

7

Socially
Rejected
8

1

H=High and L=Low
P=Positive and N=Negative
3
PSW=the Perceived Social Worth of a brand
2

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
After the data collection, the dependent scale measures were subsequently tested by
performing confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS 22 (Arbuckle 2013; Byrne 2013). The
results summarized in Table 9 and displayed in Figure 5 indicate that the proposed factor
measurement model fits the data reasonably well (χ267=185.4, p=.000, GFI=.94, AGFI=.90,
CFI=.97, RMSEA= .07, PCFI=.71, PCLOSE=.009) (Browne and Cudeck 1993; Hu and Bentler
1999; Bagozzi 2010; Hair et al. 2010; Iacobucci 2010). All dependent measures were retained
except an attitude measure (ATB4) due to a low loading.
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Figure 5: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Validation Sample for Self-esteem, Attitude toward
the brand, and Intentions to continue content sharing
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Table 10: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the dependent
measures
Scale Items (Self-esteem)

Standardized Factor Loadings1 t-values

Social (α= .91) (AVE= .65, CR = .86, Ф2=.52)
SE3 I feel self-conscious about my Twitter activities
SE4 I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure
SE1 I feel concerned about the impression I am making
SE5 I am worried about what other people think of me

.78
.78
.80
.87

*
16.32
16.92
18.72

.71
.95

*
12.45

.88
.59
.88

*
12.79
22.43

ATB3 Do you think it is nice that your Twitter followers acknowledged the brand's
public recognition of your tweet about your new car?

.89

*

ATB2 Do you feel great about the fact that the brand responded to your tweet
about your new car?

.93

16.05

ATB1 Do you like the fact that the brand publicly recognized your tweet about
your new car?

.68

15.79

.81
.79

*
14.62

Appearance (α= .81) (AVE= .71, CR = 78, Ф2=.34)
SE6 I feel that others respect and admire me
SE7 I feel good about myself
Performance (α= .83) (AVE= .65, CR = .66, Ф2=.52)
SE9 I feel frustrated about my Twitter performance
SE10 I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others
SE//8 I am dissatisfied with my Twitter activities
Attitude toward the brand (α= .86) (AVE= .71, CR = .84, Ф2=.53)

Intentions to continue content sharing (α= .78) (AVE= .69, CR = .96, Ф2=.53)
ISC2. Do you intend to continue Twitter posting about your new car?
ISC1. Would you likely repeat the Twitter posting about your new car?

Model fit statistics: χ267=185.4, p=.000, GFI=.94, AGFI=.90, CFI=.97, RMSEA= .07, PCFI=.71, PCLOSE=.009
NOTE: All the loadings are significant at the .01 level.
1Loadings were initially fixed to 1.0.

As shown in Table 10, all estimated factor loadings were significant (t > 2.00) with
standardized loading estimates ranging from .59 to .96. The magnitudes of the loading estimates
and the construct reliability (CR) values ranging between .6 and .7 suggest that each item was a
reliable indicator of its underlying construct (Hair et al. 2010). Furthermore, the author also
tested the convergent validity of each scale by evaluating the average variance extracted (AVE).
Each underlying construct displayed AVE values above .50, which were deemed acceptable
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(Fornell and Larcker 1981; Hair et al. 2010), and scale composite reliabilities ranged between .78
and .91. In addition to confirming the convergent validity of the scales, none of the shared
variances (Φ2) between the constructs exceeded the AVEs by the corresponding construct pairs.
These results indicated that the multi-item scales demonstrated acceptable convergent and
discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981).
DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS
The author tested the proposed hypotheses using a 2 × 2 × 2 (audience reaction volume ×
response context × social worth of the interacting brand) multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) with three dependent measures—intentions to continue brand content sharing, selfesteem of SNSs users, and attitude toward the brand. In addition, ANOVA was also utilized to
identify manipulations responsible for any significant multivariate effect.
H1 postulated that audience reaction volume (high vs. low) influences SNSs users’ selfesteem as well as their intentions to continue brand content sharing. As seen in Table 11, reaction
volume manipulation resulted in a significant multivariate effect on SNSs users’ intentions to
continue content sharing and self-esteem for the reaction volume manipulation (Wilks’ Lambda
= .97, F (3, 396) = 4.10, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = .03). In addition, univariate analyses indicated that
both intentions to continue content sharing (F (1, 398) = 7.85, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = .02) and users’
self-esteem (F (1, 398) = 10.22, p < .00, partial ŋ2 = .03) (Table 12). They contributed
significantly to the overall multivariate effect. Mean comparisons further revealed that the group
that received a high audience reaction volume exhibited higher intentions to continue content
sharing (M = 4.69) and self-esteem (M = 5.22) than the group that received a low audience
reaction volume (M = 4.20 and M = 4.85 obtained for intentions to continue content sharing and
self-esteem, respectively).
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Although not hypothesized, SNS users’ attitudes toward the interacting brand showed a
similar pattern. Univariate analysis demonstrated that attitude toward the brand (F (1, 398) =
4.71, p < .03, partial ŋ2 = .01) contributed significantly to the overall multivariate effect on the
group that received a high audience reaction volume. It resulted in a more positive attitude
toward the brand (M = 5.15) than the group that received low audience reaction volume (M =
4.85). Hence, the aforementioned findings provided support for H1, which was thus accepted
(Table 12).

Table 11: Summary of Hypotheses Testing (MANOVA)
Hypothesis

Test Statistic
(Wilks’ Lambda)

F

df1

df2

P

Partial ŋ2

H1

.97

4.10

3

396

<.01

.03

H2

.89

15.73

3

396

<.00

.11

Perceived Social Worth (C)
(High vs. Low)
A×B

H3

.07

9.33

3

396

<.00

.07

H4

.00

.57

2

395

<.57

.00

C×A

H5

.99

.28

3

394

<.84

.00

C×B

H6

.99

1.53

3

394

<.21

.01

C×B × Gender

H6

.98

2.98

3

390

<.03

.02

C×B × Involvement

H6

.98

2.77

3

390

<.04

.02

A×B×C
Social Acceptance Level
(Socially rejected vs.
Gray area vs.
Socially Accepted)

H7

.99

.97

3

390

<.41

.01

H8

.12

16.22

3

396

<.00

.11

Manipulation
Audience reaction
volume (A)
(High vs. Low)
Audience response
context (B)
(Positive vs. Negative)

**Dependent variables tested in the MANOVA
H1= Intentions to continue content sharing and users’ self-esteem
H2= Intentions to continue content sharing and users’ self-esteem
H3= Intentions to continue content sharing, users’ self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand
H4= Intentions to continue content sharing and users’ self-esteem
H5= Intentions to continue content sharing, users’ self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand
H6= Intentions to continue content sharing, users’ self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand
H7= Intentions to continue content sharing, users’ self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand
H8= Intentions to continue content sharing, users’ self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand
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H2 postulated that audience response context (positive vs. negative) would exhibit an
influence on SNSs users’ intentions to continue brand content sharing as well self-esteem. When
testing this hypothesis, a significant multivariate effect on SNSs users’ intentions to continue
content sharing and self-esteem was noted for the response context manipulation (Wilks’
Lambda = .89, F (3, 396) = 15.73, p < .00, partial ŋ2 = .11). Univariate analyses further indicated
that both users’ intentions to continue content sharing (F (1, 398) = 8.01, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = .02)
and self-esteem (F (1, 398) = 23.30, p < .00, partial ŋ2 = .06) contributed significantly to the
overall multivariate effect.
Mean comparisons further revealed that the group that received a positive response
context exhibited higher intentions to continue content sharing (M = 4.69) and self-esteem (M =
5.32) than the group that received a negative response context (M = 4.20 and M = 4.76 obtained
for intentions to continue content sharing and self-esteem, respectively). Albeit not hypothesized,
SNS users’ attitudes toward the interacting brand followed a similar pattern. Univariate analyses
showed that attitude toward the brand (F (1, 398) = 35.22, p < .00, partial ŋ2 = .08) contributed
significantly to the overall multivariate effect on the group that received positive response
context. The group demonstrated a more favorable attitude toward the brand (M = 5.40)
compared to the group that received negative response context (M = 4.60). Hence, H2 was
supported by these findings and was accepted.
H3 argued that SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing, self-esteem, and
attitude toward the brand would be improved when a brand with high social worth responded to
users’ posting. This hypothesis was partially supported: there was a significant multivariate
effect on the dependent variables (Wilks’ Lambda = .07, F (3, 396) = 9.33, p <. 00, partial ŋ2
= .07).
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Table 12: Summary of Hypotheses Testing (ANOVA)
Manipulation

Audience reaction
volume (A)
(High vs. Low)

Audience response
context (B)
(Positive vs.
Negative)

Social worth of the
brand (C)
(High vs. Low)

Hypothesis

Dependent
Variable

H1a

Intentions to continue
content sharing

7.85

1

398

< .01

H1b

Users' self-esteem

10.22

1

398

Not hypothesized

Attitude toward the
brand

4.71

1

398

H2a
H2b
Not hypothesized

H3a
H3b
H3c

A×B

H4a

H4b

H5a

Intentions to continue
content sharing
Users' self-esteem
Attitude toward the
brand
Intentions to continue
content sharing
Users' self-esteem
Attitude toward the
brand

F

df1

df2

P

Partial
ŋ2

Conclusion

High Vol

Low Vol

0.02

4.69

4.20

Supported

< .00

0.03

5.22

4.85

Supported

< .03

0.01

5.15

4.85

Supported

Positive

Negative

4.69

4.20

5.32

4.76

5.40
High SW

4.60
Low SW

8.01

1

398

< .01

0.02

23.30

1

398

< .00

0.06

35.22

1

398

< .00

0.08

6.02

1

398

< .02

0.02

4.66

4.23

Supported

0.24

1

398

< .63

0.00

5.07

5.01

Not supported

24.58

1

398

< .00

0.06

5.34

4.66

Supported

Positive

Negative

Low Vol

4.38

4.02

High Vol

5.01

4.38

Low Vol

5.07

4.63

High Vol

5.56

4.89

High SW

Low SW

Low Vol

4.38

4.03

High Vol

4.95

4.44

Low Vol

4.88

4.82

High Vol

5.25

5.20

Intentions to continue
content sharing

0.61

Users' self-esteem

1.01

Intentions to continue
content sharing

0.21

Users' self-esteem

0.00

1

1

1

396

396

396

< .44

< .32

< .65

0.00

0.00

0.00

C×A
H5b

Mean

1

396

< .97

0.00

Supported
Supported
Supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Table 12. (continued)
Manipulation

Hypothesis

Dependent
Variable

F

df1

df2

P

Partial
ŋ2

H5c

Attitude toward the
brand

0.66

1

396

< .42

0.00

H6a

C×B

H6b

H6c

Intentions to continue
content sharing

0.10

Users' self-esteem

1.16

Attitude toward the
brand

3.03

1

1

1

396

396

396

< .70

< .28

< .08

0.00

0.00

High SW

Low SW

Conclusion

Low Vol

5.13

High Vol

5.55

4.57
4.76

Not supported

Positive

Negative

Low SW:

4.45

4.01

High SW:

4.94

4.39

Low SW:

5.22

4.79

High SW:

5.41

4.73

Low SW:

4.95

4.38

High SW:

5.85

4.83

Positive

Negative

Low SW:

4.37

4.52

High SW:

5.25

4.41

Low SW:

4.53

3.61

High SW:

4.59

4.37

Low SW:

5.28

4.95

High SW:

5.51

4.83

Low SW:

5.17

4.67

High SW:

5.30

4.63

Low SW:

4.95

4.83

High SW:

6.13

4.85

Low SW:

4.95

4.02

High SW:

5.55
Positive

4.80
Negative

Low SW:
High SW:

4.03
4.75

3.63
4.06

Low SW:

4.84

4.37

High SW:

5.12

4.77

Low SW:

5.06

4.87

0.01

Males

H6a

Intentions to continue
content sharing

5.98

1

392

< .02

0.02
Females

Males

C×B×Gender

H6b

Users' self-esteem

0.14

1

392

< .71

0.00
Females

Males

H6c

Attitude toward the
brand

6.64

1

392

< .01

0.02
Females

Low Inv

C×B×Involvement
(Inv)

H6a

Intentions to continue
content sharing

0.36

1

392

<.55

0.00
High Inv

H6b

Users' self-esteem

1.21

1

75

392

< .27

0.00

Low Inv

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Supported

Not supported

Supported

Not supported

Not supported

Table 12. (continued)
Manipulation

Hypothesis

Dependent
Variable

F

df1

df2

P

Partial
ŋ2

High Inv

Low Inv

H6c

Attitude toward the
brand

6.53

1

392

< .01

0.02

Low SW

Intentions to continue
content sharing

1.15

1

392

< .29

Negative

High SW:

5.38

4.69

Low SW:

5.38

4.72

High SW:

5.43

4.77

Low SW:

4.51

4.35

High SW:

5.73

4.48

Low SW:

5.36

4.40

High SW:

5.98

5.23

Positive

Negative

Low Vol

4.27

3.78

High Vol

4.63

4.24

Low Vol

4.49

4.26

High Vol

5.38

4.51

Low Vol

5.04

4.59

0.00

High Vol

5.04

4.99

Low Vol

5.10

4.66

High Vol

5.72

4.79

Low Vol

4.98

4.15

High Vol

4.92

4.60

Low Vol

5.57

4.70

High Vol

6.14

4.95

High SW

Low SW

A×B×C

H7b

Users' self-esteem

1.37

1

392

< .24

0.00
High SW

Low SW

H7c

Attitude toward the
brand

2.55

1

392

< .11

0.01
High SW

Social Acceptance
Level
(Socially rejected
vs.
Gray area vs.
Socially Accepted)

Conclusion

Supported
High Inv

H7a

Positive

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

H8c

Intentions to continue
content sharing

8.39

2

397

<.00

0.04

Social Acceptance:
Gray Area:
Social Rejection:

5.01
4.38
4.02

Supported

H8a

Users' self-esteem

17.19

2

397

<.00

0.08

Social Acceptance:
Gray Area:
Social Rejection:

5.56
4.98
4.63

Supported

H8b

Attitude toward the
brand

16.70

2

397

<.00

0.08

Social Acceptance:
Gray Area:
Social Rejection:

5.53
5.03
4.43

Supported

** Appendix F contains the measurement items for the main study.
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Table 13: Summary of Hypotheses Testing (Correlation)
Hypothesis

Effect

H9

Users’ self-esteem

H10

Users’ self-esteem

Dependent
Variable
Intentions to continue
Content Sharing
Attitude toward the
Brand

df

r

P

Conclusion

398

0.49

<.00

Supported

398

0.43

<.00

Supported

Univariate analyses indicated that SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing (F (1, 398)
= 6.02, p < .02, partial ŋ2 = .02) and attitude toward the brand (F (1, 398) = 24.58, p < .00, partial
ŋ2 = .06) contributed significantly to the overall multivariate, with the exception of SNSs users’
self-esteem (F (1, 398) = .24, p < .63, partial ŋ2 = .00). Mean comparisons further indicated that
the group that interacted with the brand with high perceived social worth showed greater
intentions to continue content sharing (M = 4.66) and a more positive attitude toward the brand
(M = 5.34) as compared to the group that interacted with the brand with low perceived social
worth (M = 4.23 and M = 4.66 were obtained for intentions to continue content sharing and
attitude toward the brand, respectively). Given the above, H3 was partially supported.
H4, H5, and H6 postulated the presence of two-way interactions between factorial
combinations of manipulations (audience reaction volume, response context, and social worth of
the responding brand, respectively). H7 hypothesized a three-way interaction among the three
manipulations. All four of these hypotheses were not supported at a multivariate level (Tables 11
and 12). When the two-way interaction between social worth of the brand and audience message
context were compared by gender, there was a significant multivariate effect on the dependent
variables (Wilks’ Lambda = .98, F (3, 390) = 2.98, p <. 03, partial ŋ2 = .02). Univariate analyses
indicated that SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing (F (1, 392) = 5.98, p < .02,
partial ŋ2 = .02) and attitude toward the brand (F (1, 392) = 6.64, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = .02)

contributed significantly to the overall multivariate, with the exception of SNSs users’ selfesteem (F (1, 392) = .14, p < .71, partial ŋ2 = .00). Given the above and the mean comparisons
(Table 12), H6 was partially supported.
In addition, when controlling for audience involvement, the analysis results revealed a
significant interaction effect between the social worth of the brand and the audience response
context on SNSs users’ attitudes toward the responding brand. There was a significant
multivariate effect on the dependent variables (Wilks’ Lambda = .98, F (3, 390) = 2.77, p < .04,
partial ŋ2 = .02). Univariate analyses indicated that SNSs users’ attitude toward the brand (F (1,
392) = 6.53, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = .02) contributed significantly to the overall multivariate, with
the exception of SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing (F (1, 392) = .36, p < .55,
partial ŋ2 = .00) and self-esteem (F (1, 392) = 1.12, p < .27, partial ŋ2 = .00). Given the above and
the mean comparisons (Table 12), H6 was partially supported.
The findings suggest that there is a significant interaction effect between audience
message context and the perceived social worth of the responding brand for male participants
and those participants in the low involvement condition. In the high social worth of the brand
condition, positive audience response context generated a more positive attitude toward the
brand than the negative context and the low social worth of the brand condition did. More
specifically, the interaction effect between audience message context and the perceived social
worth of the brand enhanced male participants’ attitudes toward the brand, as well as their
intentions to continue content sharing, while such effect was not observed among female
participants. In addition, the interaction effect enhanced the attitudes toward the brand among the
participants whose involvement with the brand was low. For those participants who were in the
high involvement group, such interaction effect was not observed. Further analysis of the mean
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score differences between audience response contexts for the two levels of the perceived social

Attitude Toward the brand

worth of the brand yielded results in support of the H6 assertions (Figure 6.)

Males
6.5

Females
6.50

6.13

6

6.00

5.5

5.50
4.95

4.95

4.85

5

4.83

4.5

4.50

4

Intentions to continue content sharing

4.02

4.00
3.50
Positive

Negative

Positive

Males
5.50

Negative

Females
5.50

5.25

5.00

5.00
4.59

4.52

4.50

4.80

5.00

3.5

4.37

4.37

4.50
4.53

4.41

4.00

4.00
3.61

3.50

Positive

3.50

Negative

Positive

Low Involvement

Attitude Toward the brand

5.55

Negative

High Involvement
6.50

6.50

5.98

6.00

6.00

5.73

5.50

5.50
5.00

4.40

4.50

4.50
4.35

4.00

5.23

5.00

4.48

4.51

5.36

4.00
3.50

3.50
Positive

Positive

Negative

: High Social Worth

Negative

: Low Social Worth

Figure 6: Significant Interaction Effects between Social Worth of a Brand and Audience Response
Context (H6) while Controlling for Gender and Involvement Effects:
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H8 postulated that when a SNSs user’s content is socially accepted, his/her intentions to
continue content sharing, self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand will be greater than when the
content is evaluted in the gray area or socially rejected. When testing this hypothesis, a
significant multivariate effect on SNSs users’ intention to continue content sharing, self-esteem,
and attitude toward the brand with a group was noted for the level of perceived social acceptance
(Wilks’ Lambda = .12, F (3, 396) = 16.22, p < .00, partial ŋ2 = .11). Univariate analyses further
demonstrated that SNSs users’ intentions to continue content sharing (F (2, 397) = 8.39, p < .00,
partial ŋ2 = .04), self-esteem (F (2, 397) =17.19, p < .00, partial ŋ2 = .08), and attitude toward the
brand (F (2, 397) =16.70, p < .00, partial ŋ2=.08) contributed significantly to the overall
multivariate effect. Mean comparisons further indicated that the group of respondents that
perceived social acceptance showed greater intentions to continue content sharing (M = 5.01),
higher self-esteem of SNSs users (M = 5.56), and a more positive attitude toward the brand (M =
5.53) as compared to the group respondents that perceived acceptance in the gray area (M = 4.38,
M = 4.98, and M = 5.03 obtained for intentions to continue content sharing, self-esteem, and
attitude toward the brand, respectively) and the group of respondents that perceived social
rejection (M = 4.02, M = 4.63, and M = 4.43 obtained for intentions to continue content sharing,
self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand, respectively).
The author conducted a post hoc test (N = 400) to determine whether three levels of
social acceptance (socially rejected vs. gray area vs. socially accepted) generated statistically
significant differences in the scores pertaining to SNSs users’ intentions to continue content
sharing, self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand. Post hoc test results revealed significant
differences across the three aforementioned levels of social acceptance. More specifically, the
comparisons of all participants’ personal evaluations revealed statistically significant differences,
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with the exception of intentions to continue content sharing indicated by the participants
assigned to the gray area and the socially rejected conditions (Table 14).

Table 14: Summary of Post Hoc Tests
Dependent
Variable

F

df1

df2

P

Partial
ŋ2

Intentions to
continue
content sharing

8.39

2

397

< .00

0.04

Users' self-esteem

Attitude toward
the brand

17.19

16.70

2

2

397

397

< .00

< .00

0.08

0.08

Comparisons

t

df

P

Means

Socially accepted

vs.

Gray area

2.96

397

< .00

5.01

4.38

Socially accepted

vs.

Socially rejected

4.02

397

< .00

5.01

4.02

Gray area

vs.

Socially rejected

1.68

397

< .09

4.38

4.02

Socially accepted

vs.

Gray area

4.80

397

< .01

5.56

4.98

Socially accepted

vs.

Socially rejected

6.28

397

< .00

5.56

4.63

Gray area

vs.

Socially rejected

2.35

397

< .02

4.98

4.63

Socially accepted

vs.

Gray area

3.05

397

< .00

5.53

5.03

Socially accepted

vs.

Socially rejected

5.77

397

< .00

5.53

4.43

Gray area

vs.

Socially rejected

3.61

397

< .00

5.03

4.43

These findings provide additional evidence supporting the assertion that SNSs users’ individual
evaluations—as indicated by their intentions to continue content sharing, self-esteem, and
attitude toward the brand—are enhanced through interactive brand engagement with customers,
accentuating its importance in the efforts aimed at nurturing brand loyalists. Hence, the
aforementioned findings provided support for H8, which was thus supported (Figure 7).
H9 stipulated that SNSs users’ self-esteem is positively associated with their intentions to
continue brand content sharing, while H10 suggested that SNSs users’ self-esteem is positively
associated with their attitudes toward a brand to which the content pertains as well. Results of the
analyses performed when testing these hypotheses are displayed in Table 13. Analysis revealed
significant positive relationships between SNSs users’ self-esteem and their intentions to
continue brand content sharing (r (398) = .49, p < .00), and their attitudes toward the brand to
which their content pertains (r (398) = .43, p < .00). Hence, both H9 and H10 were supported by the
findings and were accepted.

81

6.00
5.56
5.50
5.53
5.03
5.00
4.63

4.98

5.01

4.50
4.43
4.38
4.00
4.02

3.50
Socially Rejected
Self-esteem

Gray Area
Attitude toward a brand

Socially Accepted
Intentions to continue content sharing

Figure 7: The Perceived Social Acceptance and Rejection Continuum (mean comparisons: H8)

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND LIMITATIONS
Discussion
The aim of the present study was to examine the effects of SNSs user interactions with
their audience and brand on their self-esteem, attitude toward the brand, and intentions to
continue content sharing, as these phenomena are highly relevant to brand content marketing.
Specifically, the author tested for differences in SNSs users’ self-esteem, intentions to continue
content sharing, and attitude toward the brand under the premise that their relevant brand content
was shared with audience. Findings yielded by the present investigation provide theoretical
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support for the relevance of sociometer theory to the understanding of SNSs users’ behavior.
Similarly, study results revealed that the influence of perceived social acceptance, perceived
social worth of brands, and users’ self-esteem may be among the most effective ways to
influence brand attitudes as well as intentions of SNSs users to continue content sharing. The
results provide several implications for brand marketers who interact with customers via SNSs in
terms of brand management. The findings yielded by subsequent analyses confirmed the
importance of audience interactions and social worth of brands in understanding SNSs users’
role in brand content marketing.
In this section, the author discusses the results yielded by the proposed hypotheses
testing, followed by theoretical, and managerial conclusions, along with limitations of the
pertinent dissertation.
H1: Those respondents that received a high volume of SNSs audience reactions after
posting brand content experience (a) greater intentions to continue brand content
sharing and (b) increased self-esteem than those respondents that received a low volume
of SNSs audience reactions.
The analysis results are in line with the previous findings reported in extant literature, in
that they highlight the effects of social media metrics (i.e., the number of followers and friends
function as social cues, acknowledging the users’ digital content in an explicit form) (Huberman
et al. 2004; Lampel and Bhalla 2007; Jin and Phua 2014). As anticipated, higher audience
reaction volume toward posted brand content resulted in greater SNSs users’ intentions to
continue content sharing and higher self-esteem. Many scholars have noted the value of intrinsic
satisfaction derived from public recognition of individuals’ efforts and contributions (Brakeley
1980; Fisher and Ackerman 1998; Unger 1991). Thus, this finding is consistent with the
conceptualization of social media metrics as the social cues that function as the source of SNSs
users’ personal evaluations.
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H2: Those respondents that received positive SNSs audience messages after posting
brand content experience (a) greater intentions to continue brand content sharing and (b)
increased self-esteem than those respondents that received negative SNSs audience
messages.
As hypothesized, positive audience response context enhanced SNSs users’ intentions to
continue brand content sharing and improved their self-esteem. In addition, albeit not
hypothesized, positive audience response context and reaction volume enhanced users’ attitude
toward the interacting brand. This finding confirms the significance of audience conversation
dynamics on SNSs users. Although simplified SNSs metrics, such as the number of likes and
followers, significantly influence users’ attitudes toward content sharing, the type of
conversation that users’ content generates also plays a role in SNSs users’ content sharing
behavior. As sociometer theory suggests, individuals’ level of self-esteem is governed by their
perception of being valued and accepted by others (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Therefore,
enhanced self-esteem functions as an intrinsic reward that fuels users to continue sharing with
similar content and improves their attitudes toward the brand. H1 and H2 demonstrated the
theoretical ramification of the sociometer concept in the context of brand content marketing.
SNSs audience interactions function as social cue of users’ social acceptance, hence influencing
their personal evaluations. Thus, test results pertaining to both hypotheses demonstrated the
significance of perceived acceptance of SNSs users for success of brand content marketing. Both
the high volume of audience reactions and the positive audience response context signal positive
social acceptance.

H3: Those respondents that are contacted by a brand with high perceived social worth
experience greater (a) intentions to continue brand content sharing, (b) self-esteem, and
(c) attitude toward the brand than those respondents contacted by a brand with low
perceived social worth.
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In this study, it was hypothesized that SNSs users assign different social worth to specific
brands. When the social worth of the interacting brand is high, users gain a sense of enhanced
social acceptance via SNSs interactions with the brand. As a result, SNSs users’ self-esteem will
be improved, while enhancing their intentions to continue content sharing and improving their
attitudes toward the brand. The results yielded by the analyses pertaining to this assertion
confirmed that, when a brand with high perceived social worth responded to their post, SNSs
users’ exhibited a more positive attitude toward the brand and stronger intentions to continue
content sharing, while their self-esteem was not affected by the manipulation. These results
partially supported the significance of the individuals or groups that offer perception of being
socially accepted, although they failed to demonstrate theoretical implications of the sociometer
theory. Further research could provide more insights into the theoretical ramifications of the
aforementioned findings.
H4: There will be an interaction effect between audience reaction volume and audience
response context for the dependent measures of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing and (b) self-esteem, such that the impact of audience response context on the
dependent measures will be significantly greater for a high-volume audience reaction
condition than for a low-volume audience reaction condition.
H4 postulated presence of an interaction effect between audience response context and
volume. The rationale behind this hypothesis is that SNSs users evaluate their state of social
acceptance via audience reactions metrically—numbers of likes, followers, retweets, etc.—and
contextually—tone or content of responses. Moreover, it was hypothesized that the two
evaluation criteria interact. This interaction hypothesis was, however, not supported. The author
rationalized that two elements of social acceptance—audience reaction volume and context—
were two distinctive and independent main effects. The effect of audience response context was
nearly identical for the two different levels of audience response context (positive vs. negative),
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and the effect was nearly identical as well for the two levels of audience reaction volume (high
vs. low), suggesting the absence of interaction effect (Halford et al. 2005).
H5: There will be an interaction effect between social worth of the brand and audience
reaction volume for the dependent measures of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the brand, such that the impact of
audience reaction volume on the dependent measures will be significantly greater for a
high social worth brand than for a low social worth brand.
H6: There will be an interaction effect between social worth of the brand and audience
response context for the dependent measures of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the brand, such that the impact of
audience response context on the dependent measures will be significantly greater for a
high social worth brand than for a low social worth brand.
H7: There will be an interaction effect between social worth of the brand, audience
reaction volume, and audience response context for the dependent measures of (a)
intentions to continue brand content sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the
brand, such that the impact of audience response context on the dependent measures will
be significantly greater for high-volume audience reaction conditions than for lowvolume audience reaction conditions. This interaction effect will be stronger for high
social worth brand conditions than for low social worth brand conditions.
Hypotheses H5 and H6 postulated presence of a two-way interaction effect between
independent measures—audience reaction volume, context, and social worth of the brand, while
H7 hypothesized presence of a three-way interaction effect among the dependent measures. The
hypotheses postulated that, if a SNSs user’s post gains significant audience attention derived
from audience reaction volume, positive response context, or both volume and context of
audience response, this prompts the user to perceive high level of social acceptance. When the
perception of social acceptance is attained due to interactions with individuals or a group with a
perceptually high social worth, SNSs users’ self-esteem, attitude toward the brand, and intentions
to continue content sharing would be enhanced even further. However, when individuals or
groups acknowledging the user’s posting have a perceptually low social worth, such change
would be negligible. Results yielded by the analyses pertaining to these hypotheses failed to
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provide support for the postulated relationships, as no interaction between the perceived social
acceptance and the influence of individuals’ or groups’ perceived social worth were observed.
The lack of support for hypotheses H5, H6, and H7 can be explained by several plausible
reasons, one of which is the manipulation of social worth adopted in the present study. As the
pretest findings suggested, the participants did not differentiate between a vehicle manufacturer
and a local car dealership in terms of the value that SNSs users assign on their interaction with
such business entities. The former was rationalized to have a higher social worth than the latter
by the author. Thus, in the scenario adopted in the main study, a vehicle manufacturer was
assigned as a high social worth brand and a local vehicle service firm as a low social worth
brand. As a result of this explicit distinction, participants showed greater intentions to continue
content sharing and improved attitudes toward the brand upon a higher social worth scenario,
although the social worth manipulation still failed to generate a significant self-esteem change in
their self-esteem levels. These results indicate that selecting a car manufacturer, a local
dealership, and a local vehicle service firm may not be the most effective manipulation aimed at
demonstrating the influence of the identity of individuals or groups that provide the sense of
social acceptance. The social worth manipulation showed that brand engagement worked in the
firm’s favor, improving customers’ attitudes toward the brand and motivating them to continue
brand-relevant content sharing, following favorable customer engagement. However, as the firm
might not be personally relevant to some participants of this study, it did not carry high social
worth to those participants. Social worth can be a highly subjective concept. For example, while
Michael Jordan is a highly influential figure and some basketball fans would assign him high
social worth, whereas for some non-basketball fans, the former basketball legend may not mean
much, and he would therefore have insignificant social worth for them. In other words, the
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results of this study suggest that the manipulation adopted in the present study might have only
managed to induce insufficient sense of personal relevance to participants because the study was
based on hypothetical scenarios with limited product choices. Hence, this warrants future study
to find approaches to demonstrate the variability of social worth in a personally relevant manner.
The second possible explanation refers to customers’ potential animosity toward brand
engagement in SNSs space, or lack of sense of novelty associated with this practice. Despite
enthusiastic encouragements from some industry experts and scholars who are strong proponents
of brand presence in the SNSs domain (Kaplan and Haenlein 2010; Chung et al. 2017; Hajli et al.
2017), many others are against this practice, purporting that SNSs were created for people rather
than brands (Fournier and Avery 2011; Labrecque et al. 2013). The analyses performed as a part
of the current investigation suggested that SNSs users might not value brand engagement.
Rather, users only value the magnitude of audience reactions that brand content generated for
them. In that sense, it can be argued that SNSs users value the brand content only to the extent
that it allows them to gain social acceptance that brand content helped them to achieve. Hence,
they likely do not assign a greater value to brand interactions relative to their SNSs engagements
with others.
The third possible explanation refers to uses and gratification theory. According to the
theory, people actively choose media in response to their specific needs, and often use the
available media to gratify those needs (Katz et al. 1974; Quan-Haase and Young 2010). This
view is supported by scholars, who suggested that content consumption in the hedonic sense is
the prominent explanation for content dissemination (Dholakia et al. 2004; Heinonen 2011;
Bolton et al. 2013). Hence, SNSs users might be likened to other media users, in that they too use
the media to best satisfy their needs, namely expressing their opinions and views on specific
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topics and obtaining feedback. The important distinction here is that SNSs platforms provide the
users with immediate evaluation of their input via audience reaction volume and nature of the
comments. Still, the sheer opportunity of using SNSs as the channel for expressing themselves
could suffice for some SNSs users, as they may not actively seek gratification that comes from
their interactions with other users and brands. This assertion is justified by available evidence
indicating that digital content sharing is inherently nonreciprocal, providing no obvious reward
for individual content contributions (Lampel and Bhalla 2007). Hence, to some users who mainly
use SNSs to merely gratify their need for expressing their views and opinions, this study’s
approach to framing the SNSs brand communication as a noteworthy event may not generate
sufficient influence.
While the hypothesis H6 was not supported without any control variable, it was
conditionally supported when gender and level of involvement in content sharing were controlled
for. More specifically, male participants group showed a more positive attitude toward a
particular brand and greater intentions to continue content sharing and those in the low
involvement group showed a more positive attitude toward a particular brand when their content
received positive reactions and elicited SNSs interaction with a brand that had a high perceived
social worth. These findings indicate that gender may play a vital role in brand content
marketing. This has been recognized by many scholars, who have discussed the influence of
gender difference on brand and customer relationships (Melnyk et al. 2009; Meyers-Levy and
Loken 2015; Kamboj and Rahman 2016; Wang and Doong 2017). As cognitive processes and
behaviors of male and female consumers are markedly dissimilar (Meyers-Levy 1988, 1989;
Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran 1991; Meyers-Levy and Sternthal 1991; Fisher and Dubé 2005),
gender differences influence both men and women’s perspectives on the customer-brand
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dynamics. Given that the main objective of brand engagement is to cultivate brand loyalists,
broadly described as individuals displaying behavioral or psychological allegiance to a business
entity in the presence of alternatives (Melnyk et al. 2009), the findings yielded by this study
provide a noteworthy contribution to the extant literature, as they accentuate gender differences
in brand perception. According to Melnyk and colleagues (2009), male customers tend to be
more loyal to groups and entities, such as companies or sports clubs. Although female customers
are more loyal than male customers in general, they typically value relationships with
individuals, such as individual service providers, rather than entities. In other words, women tend
to establish and maintain interpersonal relationships with others, due to which they may not be
susceptible to brand engagement, as they would see this interaction as superficial and
impersonal.
These gender differences may thus be extended to the SNSs sphere, explaining their
influence noted in this study. More specifically, analyses revealed that the interaction between
audience response context and social worth of a brand only occurred among male participants,
who are rationalized to be more loyal to companies and group-like entities (Melnyk et al. 2009),
in the case of this study, a brand interacting via SNSs. This finding warrants further research on
the impact of gender differences on SNSs user behaviors. If men and women behave differently,
especially in the context of brand engagement, brand may adopt gender-specific approaches to
marketing in order to cater for male and female ideas on brand engagement, and ensure that their
SNSs campaigns and other brand initiatives aimed at customer engagement are appropriately
received by both genders.
The study findings also revealed that individuals’ level of involvement may play a vital
role in brand content marketing. Personal involvement in a particular situation or activity often
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leads to in-depth investment and caring about the outcome. Hence, when individuals are heavily
invested in any effort, the perceived value of the results yielded by this endeavor is likely to be
very high (Ariely 2016). The same is true for SNSs interactions. Many SNSs users carefully
construct their posts, as they are aware that the content they share is a direct reflection of their
ideas and worldviews, and thereby allows them to project a certain image of themselves to the
SNSs community. For many SNSs users, posting content often involves significant cognitive
effort to eloquently convey the intended meaning or to prevent potential embarrassment of not
abiding by established virtual norms. The extensive mental effort required to create SNSs
postings provides users meaning and a sense of connection. It prompts them to regard their
virtual statements as their unique creations. Consequently, SNSs users become more invested in
these virtual endeavors, as they dedicate significant mental effort into postings. Owning to such
emotional investment into content creation, it becomes part of SNSs users’ virtual identities. As
scholars suggested, such sense of ownership and emotional attachment is highly prevalent among
adults, and even extends to children as young as four years old (Ariely 2016; Shaw and et al.
2012). As the findings of the pretest conducted as a part of the present study suggested, many
individuals greatly value their mental creations within virtual space and fear public
embarrassment due to failing to gain public recognition or adhere to virtual norms, such as using
inappropriate hashtag or being seen as unworthy of attention from others. In other words, as
users are aware that the price of public mockery can be detrimental not only to their online
image, but to their self-esteem, they consider these and many other factors when creating an
SNSs post. Hence, as the hidden cost of embarrassment could be extremely high, some
individuals simply remove unsuccessful postings, rather than risking humiliation.
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Surprisingly, the study findings revealed that high involvement can be detrimental for
brand content marketing success because SNSs users that are highly involved in their SNSs
postings, may not be as susceptible to social influence. As a result, the intrinsic reward from
brand engagement may not be significant enough to exert any psychological influence on them.
In other words, when SNSs users are highly involved in their online interactions and emotionally
invested in a particular brand, they achieve satisfaction from expressing their views and
conversing about their interests with others, without necessarily seeking public recognition.
Hence, as this study showed, the audience message context and social worth interaction
manipulations had no effect on the participants who exhibited high involvement. On the other
hand, those in the low involvement group could have been more susceptible to the impact of
public recognition because their tendency toward self-gratification was not as strong as that
exhibited by people who are highly involved with their subjects of interest. It is therefore
possible that, when SNSs users are not in a deeply involved state of mind, their attitudes toward
brands are highly susceptible to others’ opinions and the identity of the individuals or groups that
concur with their views. Such seemingly counterintuitive rationalizations could have profound
managerial implications, as they suggest that brand engagement can be highly effective,
especially for individuals that are not yet highly involved with and emotionally invested in a
brand. Engaging with such users help them develop a more positive attitude toward the brand,
and can even eventually convert them into brand enthusiasts.
H8: SNSs users’ individual evaluations of (a) intentions to continue brand content
sharing, (b) self-esteem, and (c) attitude toward the brand, will be greater when their
content is socially accepted than when it is perceived to be in the gray area of social
acceptance or is socially rejected.
Hypothesis H8 postulated that social acceptance would affect individual evaluations—
intentions to continue brand content sharing, self-esteem, and attitude toward the brand—at three
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different levels of the social acceptance continnum: socially accepted, gray area, and socially
rejected. As hypothesized, participants that were exposed to the socially accepted condition
showed greater intentions to continue content sharing, had a more positive attitude toward the
brand, and exhibited higher self-esteem, than those participants who were exposed to the gray
area condition or the socially rejected condition. While achieving the sense of being socially
accepted upon sharing brand content remains the ideal outcome for SNSs users, results yielded
by testing this hypothesis demonstrated the significance of brand engagement. More specifically,
pertinent findings revealed that even receiving rather ambivalent audience responses (such as a
large number of sharings received by the SNSs post, accompanied by a few negative remarks) is
superior to being socially rejected (which would be the case, for example, if an SNSs posting
resulted in very few sharings as well as negative audience remarks). In other words, when a
brand content assists users in achieving a sense of social acceptance, it would not only improve
their self-esteem, but also encourage them to continue sharing their content in a similar contex.
This positive reaction would therefore, implicitly improve their attitudes toward the brand. In
addition, even ambivalent audience responses entice SNSs users to have greater intentions to
continue content sharing, more positive attitudes toward the brand, and higher self-esteem than
would be the case if they were rejected by their audience. Thus, results obtained by testing this
hypothesis accentuated the role of brand engagement through interactive conversation with
customers. Brand engagement can potentially nurture brand loyalists who would continue to
converse about the brand and would associate the brand with favorable brand attitude. Thus, this
finding is consistent with the rationalization of brand engagement as an effective strategy for
identifying and nurturing potential brand enthusiasts.
H9: SNSs users’ self-esteem is positively associated with their intentions to continue
brand content sharing.
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H10: SNSs users’ self-esteem is positively associated with their attitudes toward a brand
to which the content pertains.
In this study, it was hypothesized that SNSs users’ elevated self-esteem was the result of
the perceived social acceptance and the perceived social worth of a brand. The enhanced selfesteem is the intrinsic satisfaction that users gain from social cues within the SNSs sphere, which
thus function as a reward that encourages repeated content sharing in a similar context. As a
result of the intrinsic reward, individual SNSs users’ elevated self-esteem carries over to the
source of its enhancement, i.e., the brand content that assisted them in attaining desirable
audience attention and recognition. Consequently, SNSs users develop positive attitudes toward
the brand that assisted them in attaining such intrinsic satisfaction. The results yielded by the
analyses that assessed these assertions confirmed that, SNSs users that demonstrated high selfesteem, exhibited stronger intentions to continue content sharing and had a more positive attitude
toward the brand. Thus, these findings were consistent with the proposed framework (Figure 1).
Theoretical Conclusions
Several theoretical contributions can be derived from this study. The first contribution
relates to the expansion of sociometer theory to include the virtual sphere as an additional social
environment. The theory suggests that individuals have a pervasive drive to maintain significant
interpersonal relationships. Such drive urges individuals to constantly monitor their social
environments, seeking cues that signal their social standing. Those whom maintain an adequate
level of perceived social acceptance experience improvements in their self-evaluated social
worth (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Leary 1999a). Given the interactive and interpersonal
natures of SNSs, where communication technologies actively aid human interactions (HennigThurau et al. 2010; Kaplan and Haenlein 2010; Habibi et al. 2016), the author postulated that
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individual SNSs users are subject to psychological motivations to monitor their SNSs
environment, seeking cues that signal their virtual standing, as assessed by their audience, which
can range from social acceptance to rejection, defined as the social acceptance continuum. The
extension of sociometer theory to the SNSs sphere is particularly relevant to explaining users’
brand content sharing because, as the findings of this study suggest, individual SNSs users regard
volume and context of audience reactions to their digital postings as social cues that allow them
determine their virtual standing along the social acceptance continuum.
The findings reported in this dissertation contribute to the existing literature on social
acceptance by expanding its relevance to the digital marketing arena. The supporters of the social
acceptance continuum postulate that social acceptance and rejection are its extremes, indicating
the presence of the gray area marked by a wide range of subjective viewpoints regarding
individuals’ perceived social acceptance and rejection (Leary 1990; Bourgeois and Leary 2001;
DeWall and Bushman 2011). This continuum is particularly relevant to the SNSs arena because
the perception of social acceptance is rooted in social influence that governs the digital sphere in
the same way as it influences users’ daily lives. Our thoughts, feelings, and actions are
influenced by societal norms and environmental cues. Thus, individuals are not free from the
implied presence of others, especially those that belong to a social structure or a cultural group to
which these individuals belong or aspire to be members of (Turner 1991). SNSs users are not
exempted from social influence within the digital sphere because the SNSs arena is a type of
complex society where users are expected to adhere to the norms and values in a digital sense. In
all life contexts, individuals are keen to detect social norms and are willing to conform to them if
they can see or observe what others are doing (Berger 2016). In that sense, SNSs provide a
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highly relevant platform for users to observe social cues that indicate their social influence and
determine their self-evaluated social acceptance by other SNSs members.
The second important contribution of the findings yielded by this study stems from the
introduction of the perceived social worth construct into brand content marketing literature. The
notion behind the social worth concept is that individual self-evaluation of social worth is highly
dependent on the perceived worth of the people or groups who provide the sense of acceptance
or exclusion (Leary 1999; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Leary 2003; Kirkpatrick and Ellis 2006).
Aligned with sociometer theory, in this study, social worth was conceptualized as the value that
an individual ascribes to him/herself and others. In interpersonal encounters, individuals value
their relationships with other people to varying degrees. They not only assign different “value” to
themselves and others (a person, or a group of individuals), but also base their relational value on
the level of acceptance by those they hold in high regard. Hence, an individual assigns high
perceived social worth to a particular individual or a group when he/she perceives the relational
value with the person or the group as reasonably significant. The conceptualization of social
worth indeed articulates the role of identities of individuals and groups that provide the sense of
acceptance by incorporating personal relevance into the social context.
In the same vein, the findings of this study revealed that high perceived social worth of a
brand can positively influence SNSs users’ attitudes toward the brand and encourage them to
engage with brand content more actively, suggesting a highly relevant ramification for brand
management. Authors of extant research in this field emphasized the value of brand engagement
with SNSs users (Baird and Parasnis 2011; Fournier Avery 2011; Yan 2011; Arvidsson and
Caliandro 2016; Habibi et al. 2016; Hewett et al. 2016). Various engagement approaches—
coupon, contest, sweepstakes, etc.—certainly influence customers’ interactions and nurture
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brand ambassadors. However, such approaches may be irrelevant for successful brand
management if they fail to incorporate the value of the perceived social worth of the brand, as
assessed by SNSs users. As the present study revealed, the perceived social worth construct
should be addressed in the marketing and advertising literature. This dissertation certainly
warrants in-depth investigations of the psychological structure of the social worth construct for
SNSs users and brands.
Lastly, the author made a significant theoretical contribution to pertinent literature by
testing the interaction effect between social acceptance and social worth. Sociometer theory
suggests that certain signs of social acceptance—audience reaction volume and response
context—and the perceived social worth of individuals or groups that provide such sense of
social acceptance—a brand’s acknowledgement of a SNSs user’s brand content posting—would
have a profound effect on the user’s behavior (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Leary et al. 1995;
Leary 1999a, 1999b; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Lear 2003; Kirkpatrick and Ellis 2006). In the
context of the present study, it was anticipated that interaction between these two factors would
improve SNSs users’ attitudes toward the brand, increase their intentions to continue content
sharing, and enhance their social worth, especially under the high social worth of the brand and
social acceptance condition. The findings yielded by this study showed that the interaction effect
between audience response context and perceived social worth of the brand enhanced male
participants’ brand attitudes and intentions to continue disseminating similar content. In addition,
the findings showed that the interaction effect between perceived social worth of the brand and
audience enhanced the attitudes toward the brand among the participants assigned to the low
involvement group. This observation suggests that high involvement can have a detrimental
effect in terms of brand content marketing susceptibility. These results have important theoretical
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implications for both research and practice, as they provide empirical support the sociometer
theory that served as the theoretical framework of the present investigation. Although the
interaction effect was noted among only male participants and those who were in a low
involvement group, the present study demonstrated the interaction effect between the perceived
social acceptance and the perceived social worth, empirically suggesting that individuals place a
significant value on social acceptance cues. Moreover, they also value the quality of the people
or groups that provide the sense of social acceptance.
Managerial Conclusions
Several managerial contributions can also be derived from the present study. First, the
analyses reported in this dissertation indicate that SNSs users’ self-esteem, their attitudes toward
a brand, and their intentions to continue content sharing are influenced by the number and type
of audience responses they receive after sharing brand content. More specifically in this study,
perceived social acceptance was revealed as a primary force that brand marketers can exploit in
their attempts to disseminate noteworthy content to a critical consumer mass. The findings
yielded by the present study suggest that, when brand content assists SNSs users in attaining
perceived social acceptance, those users evaluate the brand, to which the content pertains, more
positively. As a result, SNSs users will be likely to continue sharing content that has a similar
context, thus implicitly assisting marketers in disseminating their content beyond being viral.
This study shows that SNSs users will willingly share brand content if disseminating it helps
them achieve a sense of social acceptance. In addition, as a brand can typically garner a larger
audience than any individual user can, this serves as a further impetus for those that seek social
recognition to continue brand content sharing. Although there is no guarantee that the audiences
that brand content attracts will carefully review all related content, the sheer idea of such
widespread exposure should be sufficient to deliver the intrinsic satisfaction that SNSs users
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often find intriguing. Hence, the present study provides empirical evidence that justifies the
brands’ investment in customer engagement and highlights the potential benefits of brand
content marketing.
Second, the present study revealed gender differences in brand engagement susceptibility.
In line with the findings reported in extant literature pertinent to the influence of gender
difference in the marketing context (Melnyk et al. 2009; Meyers-Levy and Loken 2015; Kamboj
and Rahman 2016; Wang and Doong 2017), male participants showed more inclination toward
brand engagement than female participants did. This disparity strongly suggests that firms may
need to find a way to mediate the impact of gender on brand engagement in marketing
campaigns.
Third, the study revealed the implications of SNSs users’ involvement in brand content
marketing. Brand engagement can be highly effective in convincing those SNSs users who are
not yet brand enthusiasts to develop a more positive attitude toward the brand. As the
involvement scenario employed in this study showed, SNSs users that were not yet highly
involved with a brand, appeared to be particularly susceptible to the social influence that brand
engagement provides. This susceptibility was demonstrated by their improved attitudes toward
the brand. When SNSs users are highly involved and emotionally invested in a brand, they
channel their involvement into expressing their views and conversing about their interests,
without being highly conscious of public recognition that their virtual statements garner. Hence,
they may not be susceptible to brand engagement, although their attitudes toward their beloved
brands remain positive. On the other hand, as the findings of this study demonstrated, when
SNSs users are not in deeply involved state of minds, their attitudes toward brands are highly
susceptible to others’ opinions and the identity of the individuals or groups that concur with their

99

views. As a result, these individuals become more susceptible to the influence of brand
engagement.
Fourth, the influence of SNSs users’ social worth on their intentions to continue content
sharing and attitudes toward the brand can be of great value for brand content marketing. While
it is widely accepted that audience gains intrinsic satisfaction from content consumption (Katz et
al. 1974; Quan-Haase and Young 2010)., the benefit that SNSs users derive from receiving
significant attention from their audience after disseminating content is also noteworthy. As the
goal of brand content marketing is to gain audience attention, thus far, the benefits to content
disseminators have not been fully investigated, since content consumption in a hedonic sense
was the prominent explanation for content dissemination (Dholakia et al. 2004; Heinonen 2011;
Bolton et al. 2013). The findings yielded by the present study demonstrated that the selfevaluated worth of SNSs users increased when their posts received social acceptance and
acknowledgement from a brand with high social worth. As a result, the general attitude of SNSs
users toward that brand improved, which in turn prompted them to continue content sharing due
to the intrinsic satisfaction derived from their boosted social worth. Hence, the findings reported
in this dissertation may have significant managerial implications. Brand content marketers must
be conscious of the intrinsic rewards that content disseminators derive from acquiring attention
from their audience after sharing content that provides them with social capital. As the findings
of this study revealed, given that modern consumers are fully aware that brands are driven by
profits, content marketing can be a highly effective means of improving customers’ ability to
gain attention from others, which is the most important determinant of their potential brand
content patronization.
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Lastly, although not hypothesized at the outset of this investigation, the analyses
conducted as part of this study revealed that high audience interaction volume improved SNSs
users’ attitudes toward the brand, which was in line with the concepts underpinning content
marketing efforts. Companies are constantly attempting to develop innovative and original
marketing approaches as a means of attracting audience. The present study revealed that this can
be achieved by engaging with SNSs users who post interesting and noteworthy brand content.
The benefit of this approach stems from its two-faceted effect. Noticeable content attracts others
to the brand, and its authors also benefit from sharing the content due to their enhanced selfesteem. This phenomenon is known as Tom Sawyer’s effect—turning play into work with
rewards, or work into play with intrinsic motivation (Pink 2009).
Moreover, the influence of intrinsic motivation is applicable to the SNSs arena, whereby
SNSs users attain intrinsic benefits from engaging with great content that will likely generate
attention from other users. Such attention will not only improve users’ self-evaluation of their
worth and increase their intentions to continue sharing content on similar subjects, but it will also
improve their attitudes toward the brand. In the present study, the fact that attractive content
helped users obtain attention from others was sufficient to improve their attitudes toward the
brand. This and other findings reported in this dissertation demonstrated that content marketing
could be the most effective approach to enhancing customers' general attitudes toward certain
brands without strong intentions to sell or financial motivation.
Limitations
In terms of marketing implications of the present study, further research that examines
social acceptance and social worth of the brand would be highly meaningful, as it would provide
significant contributions for brand marketers. Given that the scope of this study was limited to
examining a narrowly defined brand content and only one interaction effect between social worth
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of the brand and audience response context was detected, authors of future studies in this field
should aim to ascertain whether such constructs influence SNSs users’ behaviors and brand
equity. In addition, such investigations may benefit from utilizing methodologies that would
allow detecting interaction effects among audience reaction volume, response context, and social
worth of the brand that were proposed in this study. The inherent statistical difficulties in
analyzing interactions are the common issue faced by many scholars. Measurement errors and/or
effect sizes could have hindered this author’s attempts to detect interaction effects, especially for
an approach based on analysis of variance (Chin et al. 1996). Hence, use of structural equation
modeling (SEM), such as a partial least squares (PLS), may potentially permit detection of
additional interaction effects.
Social worth manipulation would also be a fruitful path to pursue in future research. In
the scenario adopted in this work, SNSs users interacted with a brand that was highly relevant to
their posting. Although manipulation checks demonstrated that there were statistically significant
differences between low and high social worth manipulations in terms of SNSs users’ attitudes
toward a brand, participants could have exhibited even stronger personal evaluations if brand
characters were employed. Brand character is defined as any individual or creature that public
recognizes, whereby the brand capitalizes on this recognition by associating with this character
in public domain. The definition is deliberately broad to encompass celebrities and spokespersons, as well as—according to Garretson and Niedrich (2004)—spokes-characters and
nonhuman characters that are used to promote a product or a brand. It is likely that brand
characters would be equally attractive to both male and female SNSs users. More specifically,
women would likely prefer personal connections with firms due to their preference toward
individual-centric nature of brand characters, as well as potentially identify with the
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anthropomorphized and humanized traits of brand characters, while males can be attracted to
identities of entities.
Furthermore, a scenario employing celebrity spokesperson could have provided unique
contributions. In this context, the term “celebrity” can be employed in a personally relevant
sense. For example, well-known athletes hold celebrity status for sports fans, while a prominent
scholar is a celebrity for graduate students. In other words, different individuals may have
relevant celebrities in different domains that they admire and want to emulate. For a basketball
fan, Michael Jordan is still one of the most beloved athletes, despite not having actively played
since 2003. As evident from his annual revenue from Nike Air Jordan products that exceeds
$100 million (Manfred 2015), Michael Jordan clearly continues to hold a celebrity status for
basketball fans. For many basketball fans that likely admire and want to emulate him, Michael
Jordan can be a highly relevant brand character. Hence, using a “meaning transfer” perspective,
the symbolic properties, which are based on Michael Jordan’s personal characteristics and
professional career, reside in the brand that he endorses, namely Nike, and are transferred from
Nike to SNSs users. The properties transfer can be even more pronounced, whereby SNSs users
would receive enhanced intrinsic satisfaction, when contributor’s content is recognized and
endorsed by brand/brand character that possesses high social worth.
In future research in this field, a consideration of the impact of the product category may
be beneficial, as it may reveal additional insights. In the present study, a vehicle was chosen as
the study subject. However, given that purchase of a car involves an elaborated thought process,
as a part of which many aspects are considered, it relies on high-involvement and long-term
oriented brand attitude development. In the age of SNSs where marketers fiercely compete for
prospective customers’ attention, examining individuals’ evaluations of cultural items that are
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often endorsed and purchased due to social influence, such as fashion, books, or music (Salganik
et al. 2006; Lynn et al. 2016), may be more relevant. The findings yielded would help elucidate
the complex interaction dynamics between SNSs users and brands. Modern consumers are highly
observant. Since they can form meaningful and lasting impressions of others based on minimal
information (Ambady and Rosenthal 1992; Gosling et al. 2002; Kenny et al. 1992), they would
likely apply the same approach to the assessment of brands and products. Hence, it can be
assumed that they would form personal evaluations of brands based on brief and instantaneous
interactions with them throughout SNSs. Consequently, adopting products and services that are
more susceptible to social influence as a future study subject may reveal further insights into
brand content marketing.
Lastly, a development for new SNSs users’ self-esteem scale measures can be considered.
The present study was grounded in the sociometer theory, which posits that individuals’ selfesteem serves as a barometer for their perceived relational value (Baumeister and Leary 1995;
Leary et al. 1995a; Leary et al. 1995b; Leary 1999a, 1999b; Leary and Baumeister 2000; Murray
et al. 2000). In other words, individuals’ level of social belongineness was the central
measurement of their internal barometer (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Nevertheless, as the scale
development of self-esteem section revealed, SNSs users were more susceptible to self-evaluated
social standing, and their self-esteem measures were particularly influenced by their need to
maintain the desired social image, as suggested by other scholars (Anthony et al. 2007; Stinson
et al. 2015). While the postulates of the sociometer theory, particularly those pertaining to
individuals’ self-esteem as an internal barometer of their perceived relational value, are still valid
and must be maintained, future studies focusing on the development of new SNSs users’ selfesteem scale measures are strongly warranted. It is also recommended that greater attention be
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given to individual SNSs users’ strong considertation for their perceived social standing or image
formed in the virtual environment. As suggested by the present study, SNSs users are highly
susceptible to the perceived social acceptance and are attuned to social worth of interacting
audiences. This relationship implies that users are guided by evaluation they receive from others
when determining their virtual standing. Hence, authors of future studies should aim to develop
scales that more accurately guage SNSs users’ intrinsic reward mechanism that is evoked by
brand content sharing.
Despite these limitations, the author believes that the findings reported in this dissertation
have potentially significant theoretical and managerial implications for brand marketers.
Considering that brands are increasingly attempting to interact with SNSs users as a part of their
business practices, a better understanding of how SNSs users react to brands marketers’ attempt
to interact with them and the impact of brand content that generates social acceptance upon
content sharing would be invaluable for brand content marketers. While findings yielded by the
present dissertation highlight the importance of brand content that allows SNSs users to take
advantage of attaining social acceptance by their audience, they may accentuate psychological
understandings of SNSs users’ content sharing behaviors.
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Appendix A
Pretest Interviews Transcribed Comments
Questions
Does the social
acceptance level (the
level of Twitter
audience reaction)
matter to you? (e.g.,
many retweets,
favorites, and messages
vs. very few of
responses)

























Does the social worth
of a brand matter to
you? (e.g., a Twitter
response by Toyota
manufacturer vs. a local
Toyota dealership)













Comments
It's just for fun.
I like to be interesting and see that my friends like what I am up to.
Because in the long run, it’s not that big of a deal…
No one likes to speak in a vacuum, and it's nice others appreciate my thoughts.
I like receiving many RTs and Favorites because it means that people are actually looking at
and enjoying what I'm putting out onto social media.
I like to think that people were interested or liked what I tweeted.
It matters because it means that people are enjoying and approving of my content, which
means something to me.
If I were on Twitter as a business, I would care more about retweets and favorites. For my
current use, which is light social use among friends for the most part, and for my own
documentation (in the case of my gaming account), I'm not too worried about retweets and
favorites. It's nice to get them, of course, but not necessary.
Because it's just twitter. I don't need approval or worry too much about what people think
of me or even whether they think of me. This is a virtual platform my real life matters more.
I don't take social media all that seriously it's entertaining and fun and informative but it's not
a necessity.
It’s always nice to feel that people appreciated/liked my post.
I really don't care too much about how others react to what I post.
It matters because you are engaging with your fellow followers.
I don't really post things to get a reaction, when I post something it's simply to share. I"m
not concerned with the reactions from others.
It always feels good to be supported.
It is an ego boost to get a lot of retweets--but if it's not a real, creative, original post, it
doesn't feel as satisfying, and I think being original is more important.
I think a large amount of why people post on social media is to see other's reactions and
feedback (likes) to something. Otherwise why would you post things to begin with.
I like when people enjoy reading what I have to say, but does it change my day at all? Nope.
Not a bit.
RTs and Favorites are a way of seeing if people are interested in your content and that
matters in my opinion.
If people don't want to RT or favorite it, I don't care. I don't live and die by what people
think of me on social media or how many likes I get on something. I'm not vain enough to
think that in the real world something like this truly matters to anyone but me.
It depends on if the topic is something I want my followers to notice. If it as touching new
story, yes. If it about what I eat for lunch. not so much.
I don't post much on Twitter. Since I mainly read other people's tweets, I really don't care
about whether or not my own posts get much attention.
It's kind of pleasant when somebody read and like your tweeter.
I like those things.
I wouldn’t want to appear self-centered and like I worried about how many retweets I get.
Toyota is Toyota; either way they are still representing Toyota.
I feel like both are on a relatively equal plane and might pay attention to tweets especially if I
followed them.
Because as long as it is someone from Toyota then why should it matter.
It's more of a big deal to have the actual manufacturer, which represents the whole company,
tweet you as opposed to a local dealer.
Because Toyota is a well known car manufacturer, and to have them take the time out of
their day would be a big thing.
The Toyota brand is the same across all dealerships.
I think from the main company would be much more compelling than just a local dealer. I
think more would see it from the main company also making my post get more exposure.
I don't take what people say on the internet seriously.
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Does the context of
response matter to
you? (e.g., Twitter
audience’s positive
responses vs. negative
ones)

 The dealer is more concerned about short term profits where as the manufacturer is building
a brand for the long term.
 They're both representatives of Toyota who are happy when anyone buys one of their
products. I think they're both equally distanced and just doing their job, but as long as it's
polite and friendly it doesn't really matter if it's a manufacturer or dealer.
 A corporate response is way less likely than a dealership response. Local organizations have
less people to engage with than a national organization does.
 Sure it's cool when a verified account acknowledges you, but that really only lasts an hour or
two tops and then the thrill kind of fizzles away.
 It all comes form the Toyota brand so it does not make a difference.
 I appreciate the message both from the dealer and the manufacturer, I don't have a personal
preference.
 I do not care who they are.
 I honestly don't care which of them responded.
 I generally do not care about companies commenting on my Tweets, though it is nice that
they have a PR person contacting customers.
 The are both the same entity in my opinion.
 I am tweeting for myself first and foremost so any responder is put into the same category.
 The are both the same entity in my opinion.
 It matters to me because I want to read positive comments, not negative. There is nothing
negative about my Tweet, so it's so petty when people reply negatively. It's uncalled for.
 I would be proud either way and happy either way.
 If I were to let this upset me it would. It wouldn't really upset me at all though.
 I think that no matter what I say people shouldnt respond negative
 I doesn't matter to me because I am going to post what I want to and If people don't like it
they can unfollow me.
 No one likes negative tweets.
 The context of the tweet is very important to me because I hate negative comments and
sentiments.
 The negative is unnecessary and untrue. It encourages me to not even want to share any
more info in the future. I feel like I have to address the hater, even though it would amount
to nothing and would be a waste of my time.
 It doesn't matter when it said if it is the same thing being said.
 Seeing someone's negativity would make me more reluctant to posts things.
 You'd rather have positive than negative.
 I don't care what other jack-off's think.
 I don't like when people are mean and I'd prefer kind words, but in the long run the idea of a
"sell out" doesn't matter to me because people use it wrong anyway. If I had done something
against my values for profit that would be one thing, but simply being happy with a purchase
isn't selling out. So when people say that, it just makes me laugh, it doesn't offend me.
 Because I would much rather get positive responses than negative ones, especially from my
followers and people that I follow.
 I cannot stop people from feeling the way that they do. I knew what I was doing when I
made the tweet and what context it was going to be in. What other people think does not
matter to me.
 My responses will be completely different depending on the tone of the tweet.
 Everyone likes more positive things.
 If people don't like what I post that's their problem.
 The context of the tweets do not matter to me because, I try to not to put any energy on
relationships with people I barely know. In other words why should I care if someone I
barely knows has something negative to say about something that I decide to purchase when
that purchase has zero to do with them.
 I do not like negative commentary. Trolls are unwelcome on my twitter.
 I do not take what my respondents say too seriously.
 They (those whom responded with negative comments) are mostly Internet trolls who just
do it (respond negatively) to get a reaction out of people.
 If people are responding negatively, there is no reason to fuel them by responding.
 I can quietly appreciate congratulations without making a big deal of them, and I can ignore
criticism that I think is petty and unimportant.
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Appendix B
Pretest Scenarios and Stimuli
Scenario#1: High reaction volume

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, the number of which exceeds your previous best tweet record.

124

Scenario#2: Low reaction volume

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any
Retweets and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this.
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Scenario#3: Positive response context

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that some of Twitter followers replied
to you with congratulatory messages about your new Prius.
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Scenario#4: Negative response context

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that some of your Twitter followers
replied to you with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and accusing you of doing a favor
for the company.
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Scenario#5: High social worth of the brand

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you just noticed that the Toyota manufacturer left
a congratulatory message about your new Prius. You are very fairly that your entire network saw
the comment by Toyota since it was publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every
day.
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Scenario#6: Low social worth of the brand

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you just noticed that a local auto service firm left
a congratulatory message about your new car. You are fairly that your entire network saw the
comment since it was publicly made. Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much
value in this message.
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Appendix C
Survey Questionnaire
Recall your recent Twitter activities, such as posting pictures, leaving comments, and
retweeting others’ content. With that information in mind, please answer the following
questions using the scales provided.
1) How often do you post and/or share content (e.g., Funny video, others’ interesting
content, pictures, articles etc.) on Twitter?
1. Less than once per month
2. Once per month
3. Twice per month
4. Once per week
5. Several times per week
6. Once per day
7. More than once per day
2) Have you ever revisited your posts to see your audience’s reactions to your postings, such
as RT, Favorite, and/or Replies?
1. Yes
2. No (go to Q#4)
3) How often do you revisit your posts?
1. Less than once per month
2. Once per month
3. Twice per month
4. Once per week
5. Several times per week
6. Once per day
7. More than once per day
Recall your overall Twitter activities and your followers’ typical reactions (e.g., RT,
Favorite, and Reply) to your posts.
(SNSs users’ Self-esteem: Baseline)
Strongly
Disagree
1
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

Disagree
2

Somewhat
Disagree
3

Neutral
4

Somewhat
Agree
5

Agree
6

I feel that I am a person of worth , at least on an equal plane with others
I feel that I have a number of good qualities
I take a positive attitude toward myself
I am able to do things as well as most other people
I feel I do not have much to be proud of
All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am not failure
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Strongly
Agree
7

10) On the whole, I am satisfied with myself
11) I wish I could have more respect for myself
12) I certainly feel useless at times
13) At times I think I am no good at all
14) I feel satisfied with the way my Twitter activities look right now
15) I am dissatisfied with my Twitter activities
16) I am pleased with my Twitter activities
17) I feel as smart as others
18) I feel like I am not doing well
19) I am worried about what other people think of me
20) I feel confident about my abilities to use Twitter
21) I feel confident that I understand things
22) I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others
23) I feel frustrated about my Twitter performance
24) I feel concerned about the impression I am making
25) I feel that I am having trouble understanding things that I read
26) I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure
27) I feel self-conscious about my Twitter activities
28) I feel inferior to others at this moment
29) I am worried about looking foolish
30) I feel displeased with myself
31) I feel unattractive
32) I feel good about myself
33) I feel that others respect and admire me
Now, think about the tweet you posted that received the biggest audience reactions (e.g.
RT, Favorite, Comments, and/or more Twitter followers) from your followers:
34) For the tweet you recall that received the biggest reactions from other Twitter users, how
many “RTs” did you receive?
________
35) For the tweet you recall that received the biggest reactions from other Twitter users, how
many “Favorites” did you receive? ________
36) For the tweet you recall that received the biggest reactions from other Twitter users, how
many “Replies” did you receive?
________
37) Imagine that you will purchase a new car soon. Which vehicle will you likely buy,
realistically speaking?
a) Ford Mustang
b) Ford Focus
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c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)

Ford F-150
Honda Civic
Honda Accord
Toyota Camry
Toyota Corolla
Toyota Prius
Volkswagen New Beetle
Nissan Altima
I don’t like any car (End survey)

38) How often have you thought the vehicle of your choice?
Rarely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very often

39) How often have you ever checked out marketing content concerning your choice of car
via YouTube videos, website, brochure, local dealerships, etc.?
Rarely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very often

40) If you want to buy a car other than listed before, in a realistic sense, which vehicle would
you most likely to buy? _________
(Contributor Attitude toward the brand)
41) Do you like the fact that Toyota publicly recognized your tweet about your new car?
Dislike it
Like it
very much
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Very much
42) Do you feel great about the fact that Toyota responded to your tweet about your new car?
Very
Very
Bad
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Good
43) Do you think it is nice that your followers acknowledged Toyota’s public recognition of
your tweet about your new car?
Not
Very
nice
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
nice
44) Considering that the brand's and my Twitter followers’ reactions to my tweet, I feel
satisfied with the way my Twitter activities look right now
Strongly
Strongly
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
agree
(SNSs users’ Self-esteem: 30 items) Measuring self-esteem (SE) after treatment to see the
change of SE
45) I feel satisfied with the way my Twitter activities look right now
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46) I am dissatisfied with my Twitter activities
47) I am able to do things as well as most other people
48) I feel that I am a person of worth , at least on an equal plane with others
49) I feel that I have a number of good qualities
50) I take a positive attitude toward myself
51) All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am not failure
52) I am pleased with my Twitter activities
53) I feel I do not have much to be proud of
54) I wish I could have more respect for myself
55) I certainly feel useless at times
56) On the whole, I am satisfied with myself
57) I feel as smart as others
58) I feel like I am not doing well
59) I am worried about what other people think of me
60) I feel confident about my abilities
61) I feel confident that I understand things
62) At times I think I am no good at all
63) I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others
64) I feel frustrated about my Twitter performance
65) I feel concerned about the impression I am making
66) I feel that I am having trouble understanding things that I read
67) I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure
68) I feel self-conscious about my Twitter activities
69) I feel inferior to others at this moment
70) I feel unattractive
71) I feel good about myself
72) I feel that others respect and admire me
73) I am worried about looking foolish
74) I think that my Twitter audience doesn’t mind whether the picture is my own or from
Toyota
75) My Twitter audience surely noticed my tweet about a new car
76) My Twitter audience surely liked my tweet
(Manipulation checks)
77) My Twitter audience surely noticed my tweet about a new car
78) It is surely nice that my Twitter audience replied to my tweet
79) I think that receiving a congratulatory message from Toyota/a local automotive service
company is a big deal
(Intentions to continue content sharing)
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80) Would you likely repeat the Twitter posting about your new car?
Extremely
Unlikely
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Extremely
Likely

81) Do you intend to continue Twitter posting about your new car?
Extremely
Unlikely
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Extremely
Likely

About you
82) Gender
a. Female
b. Male
83) Age
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Below 20
20-30
31-40
41-50
51 and over

84) What is your employment status?
f. Employed for wages
g. Self-employed
h. Out of work and looking for work
i. Out of work but not currently looking for work
j. Homemaker
k. Student
l. Retired
85) What is your highest degree of level of school you have completed?
a. Attended high school, no diploma
b. High school graduate or the equivalent (e.g. GED)
c. Some college credits, no degree
d. College degree (e.g. AA, AS)
e. Graduate degree (e.g. MA, MS, MEng, Med, MBA)
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Appendix D: Scenarios for the scale development pretest
Scenario#1: High Reaction Volume + Positive message context + High Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, the number of which exceeds your previous best tweet record. Some of
Twitter followers replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new Prius. Also, you
just noticed that the Toyota manufacturer left a congratulatory message about your new Prius.
You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the post by Toyota since it was publicly made.
That is something that you don’t see every day.
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Scenario#2: High Reaction Volume + Positive message context + Low Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, the number of which exceeds your previous best tweet record. Some of
Twitter followers replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new Prius. However,
you just noticed that a local auto service firm left a congratulatory message about your new car.
You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment since it was publicly made.
Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much value in this message.
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Scenario#3: High Reaction Volume + Negative message context + High Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that some of your Twitter followers
replied to you with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and accusing you of doing a favor
for the company. However, you just noticed that the Toyota manufacturer left a congratulatory
message about your new Prius. You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment by
Toyota since it was publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every day.
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Scenario#4: High Reaction Volume + Negative message context + Low Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you noticed that some of followers replied to you
with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and accusing you of doing a favor for Toyota.
However, among those negative messages, you just noticed that a local auto service firm left a
congratulatory message for your new Prius. You are very sure that your entire network saw the
post by it since it was publicly made. Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much
value in this message.
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Scenario#5: Low Reaction Volume + Positive message context + High Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any
Retweets and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this. However,
Some of Twitter followers replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new Prius.
Also, you just noticed that the Toyota manufacturer left a congratulatory message about your
new Prius. You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the post by Toyota since it was
publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every day.
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Scenario#6: Low Reaction Volume + Positive message context + Low Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, which are much more than your previous best tweet. Some of Twitter
followers replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new Prius. Also, you just
noticed that a local auto service firm left a congratulatory message for your new Prius. You are
very sure that your entire network saw the post by it since it was publicly made. Comments are
always welcome, but you don’t see much value in this message.
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Scenario#7: Low Reaction Volume + Negative message context + High Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, which are much more than your previous best tweet. Also, a few of
followers replied to you with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and accusing you of doing
a favor for Toyota. However, you just noticed that the Toyota manufacturer left a congratulatory
message about your new Prius. You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the post by
Toyota since it was publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every day.
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Scenario#8: Low Reaction Volume + Negative message context + Low Social worth

Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, which are much more than your previous best tweet. Also, a few of
followers replied to you with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and accusing you of doing
a favor for Toyota. Also, you just noticed that a local auto service firm left a congratulatory
message about your new Prius. You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment
since it was publicly made. Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much value in this
message.
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Appendix E: Pretest Scenarios
Group#1: Reaction volume high 10SE + 2INT +1M
Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, the number of which exceeds your previous best tweet record.
Group #2: Reaction volume low 10SE + 2INT +1M
Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any
Retweets and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this.
Group #3: Message Context Positive 10SE + 2INT +1M
Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that some of Twitter followers replied
to you with congratulatory messages about your new Prius.
Grpup#4: Message Context Negative 10SE + 2INT +1M
Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that some of your Twitter followers
replied to you with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and accusing you of doing a favor
for the company.
Group #5: Social Worth High 10SE + 2INT +1M +3ATT
Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you just noticed that the Toyota manufacturer left
a congratulatory message about your new Prius. You are very fairly that your entire network saw
the comment by Toyota since it was publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every
day.
Group #6: Social Worth Low 10SE + 2INT +1M +3ATT
Imagine you just purchased a brand new Toyota Prius that you not only like very much, but also
are excited about. Since you like your new car very much, you took a photo of your car and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you just noticed that a local auto service firm left
a congratulatory message about your new car. You are fairly that your entire network saw the
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comment since it was publicly made. Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much
value in this message.
Strongly
Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Agree

7

Extremely
Likely

7

Extremely
Likely

Self-esteem of SNSs users
I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure
I feel self-conscious about my Twitter activities
I am worried whether I am regarded as a success or failure
I feel concerned about the impression I am making
I am worried about what other people think of me
I feel that others respect and admire me
I feel good about myself
I feel frustrated about my Twitter performance
I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others
I am dissatisfied with my Twitter activities
Intentions to continue content sharing
Do you intend to continue Twitter posting about your new car?
Extremely
Unlikely
1
2
3
4
5
6
Would you likely repeat the Twitter posting about your new car?
Extremely
Unlikely
1
2
3
4
5
6
Attitude toward the brand
Do you think it is nice that your followers acknowledged Toyota’s public recognition of your
tweet about your new car?
Not
Very
nice
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
nice
Do you feel great about the fact that Toyota responded to your tweet about your new car?
Very
Very
Bad
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Good
Do you like the fact that the brand publicly recognized your tweet about your new car?
Dislike it
Like it
very much
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Very much
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Appendix F: Revised Survey
Recall your recent Twitter activities, such as posting pictures, leaving comments, and
retweeting others’ content. With that information in mind, please answer the following
questions using the scales provided.
Q1) Have you ever revisited your tweet to see whether other Twitter users reacted to your tweets,
such as RT, Favorite, and/or Replies? (Qualification Question#1)
1. Yes
2. No (Quit Survey)
Q2) How often do you revisit your tweet(s)? (Qualification Question#1)
8. Less than once per month (Quit Survey)
9. Once per month
10. Twice per month
11. Once per week
12. Several times per week
13. Once per day
14. More than once per day
Q3) How often do you tweet(s) and/or share content (e.g., Funny video, others’ interesting
content, pictures, articles etc.) with other users?
8. Less than once per month
9. Once per month
10. Twice per month
11. Once per week
12. Several times per week
13. Once per day
14. More than once per day
Q4) Imagine that you will purchase a new car in few days. Which car do you likely want to buy?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Honda Civic
Toyota Camry
Toyota Prius
Subaru WRX
None of the above (Quit survey)

Q5) How often do you think that you would likely think about the car? ("1" = "Rarely" and "7"
= "Very Often") (IVM1) - Involvement
Q6) How often do you think that you would check out marketing content concerning your choice
of car via YouTube videos, expert reviews, company website, brochures, etc.? ("1" = "Rarely"
and "7" = "Very Often") (IVM2) - Involvement
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Measurement Items
Self-esteem of SNSs users
(SE: "1" = Strongly Disagree and "7" = Strongly Agree)
I feel concerned about the impression I am making (SE1) – Reverse Coding
I am worried about looking foolish (SE2) – Reverse Coding
I feel self-conscious about my Twitter activities (SE3) – Reverse Coding
I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure (SE4) – Reverse
Coding
5. I am worried about what other people think of me (SE5) – Reverse Coding
6. I feel that others respect and admire me (SE6)
7. I feel good about myself (SE7)
8. I am dissatisfied with my Twitter activities (SE8) – Reverse Coding
9. I feel frustrated about my Twitter performance (SE9) – Reverse Coding
10. I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others (SE10) – Reverse Coding
1.
2.
3.
4.

Attitude toward a brand
1. Do you like the fact that (a name of the firm) publicly recognized your tweet about your
new car? ("1" = Dislike it very much and "7" = Like it very much) (ATT1) High Social
Worth
2. Do you feel great about the fact that Subaru responded to your tweet about your new
car? ("1" = Feel very bad and "7" = Feel very Good) (ATT2) High Social Worth
3. Do you think it is nice that your followers acknowledged Honda’s public recognition of
your tweet about your new car? ("1" = Feel very bad and "7" = Feel very Good) (ATT3)
Intentions to continue content sharing
1. Would you likely repeat the Twitter posting about your new car? ("1" = Extremely
Unlikely and "7" = Extremely Likely) (INT1)
2. Do you intend to continue Twitter posting about your new car? ("1" = Extremely
Unlikely and "7" = Extremely Likely) (INT2)

146

Q22) What was the name of the brand that responded to your tweet about new car purchase?
(MP1) – Recoded into 1=True and 2=False
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Honda
Subaru
Toyota
Ford
Jetson Lube
Nissan
Mazda

Q23) What did your Twitter followers tweet about new car purchase? (MP2) – Recoded into
1=True and 2=False
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Congratulatory message (Positive)
Neutral message (neither positive nor negative)
Calling you sell-out and doing favor for the firm (Negative message)
I only saw irrelevant advertisements
Their message had nothing to do with my new car.

Q24) Did your tweet about new car purchase generate many Retweets and Favorites or none of
them? (MP3) – Recoded into 1=True and 2=False
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of Retweets and Favorites
Average numbers of Retweets and Favorites
Many Retweets and Favorites
Only Retweets, but no favorites
Only Favorites, but no Retweets
Demographics

Q25) SEX
1. Female
2. Male
Q26) AGE
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Below 20
20-30
31-40
41-50
51 and over
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Q27)What is your employment status? (EMP)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Employed for wages
Self-employed
Out of work and looking for work
Out of work but not currently looking for work
Homemaker
Student
Retired

Q28) What is your highest degree of level of school you have completed? (EDU)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Attended high school, no diploma
High s.chool graduate or the equivalent (e.g. GED)
Some college credits, no degree
College degree (e.g. AA, AS)
Graduate degree (e.g. MA, MS, MEng, Med, MBA, Terminal degree)
Legends:

Groups: (Reaction Volume x Response Context x Responder Social Worth)
(H=High
L=Low
P=Positive
1: HPH
2: HPL 3: HNH
4: HNL
5: LPH 6: LPL 7: LNH
8: LNL
Self-esteem (SE 1-10)
Attitude toward the brand (ATT 1-4)
Intentions to continue content sharing (INT 1-2)
Manipulation Questions (MP 1-3)
Composite Scales (DVs)
SE (Self-esteem)
ATT (Attitude toward the brand)
INT (Intention to continue relevant content sharing)
Vehicles:
1: Honda Civic (CV 1-8)
2: Toyota Camry (CM 1-8)
3: Toyota Prius (CM 1-8)
4: Subaru WRX (WX 1-8)
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Scenario #1
High Reaction Volume × Positive response content × High Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, which are way more than your previous best tweet. Some of followers
replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new car purchase. Also, you just noticed
that (the manufacturer’s name) left a congratulatory message about your new (a vehicle name).
You are very sure that your entire network saw the post by the manufacturer since it was publicly
made. That is something that you don’t see every day.
Scenario #2
High Reaction Volume × Positive response content × Low Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, which are way more than your previous best tweet. Some of followers
replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new car purchase. However, you just
noticed that a local auto service firm left a congratulatory message about your new (a vehicle
name). You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment since it was publicly made.
Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much value in this message.
Scenario #3
High Reaction Volume × Negative response content × High Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, which are way more than your previous best tweet. Also, you notice that
some of your Twitter followers replied to you with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and
accusing you of doing a favor for the company. However, you just noticed that the (the
manufacturer’s name) left a congratulatory message about your new (a vehicle name). You are
fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment by (the manufacturer’s name) since it was
publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every day.
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Scenario #4
High Reaction Volume × Negative response content × Low Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet received many
Retweets and Favorites, which are way more than your previous best tweet. Also, you notice that
some of your Twitter followers replied to you with negative messages, calling you a sell-out and
accusing you of doing a favor for the company. However, you just noticed that a local auto
service firm left a congratulatory message about your new (a vehicle name). You are fairly sure
that your entire network saw the comment since it was publicly made. Comments are always
welcome, but you don’t see much value in this message.
Scenario #5
Low Reaction Volume × Positive response content × High Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any
Retweets and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this. However,
some of followers replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new car purchase.
Also, you just noticed that (the manufacturer’s name) left a congratulatory message about your
new (a vehicle name). You are very sure that your entire network saw the post by (the
manufacturer’s name) since it was publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every
day.
Scenario #6
Low Reaction Volume × Positive response content × Low Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any
Retweets and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this. However,
some of followers replied to you with congratulatory messages about your new (a vehicle name)
purchase. Also, you just noticed that a local auto service firm left a congratulatory message about
your new (a vehicle name). You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment since it
was publicly made. Comments are always welcome, but you don’t see much value in this
message.
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Scenario #7
Low Reaction Volume × Negative response content × High Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any
Retweets and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this. Also, you
notice that some of your Twitter followers replied to you with negative messages, calling you a
sell-out and accusing you of doing a favor for (the manufacturer’s name). However, you just
noticed that the (the manufacturer’s name) left a congratulatory message about your new (a
vehicle name). You are fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment by (the
manufacturer’s name) since it was publicly made. That is something that you don’t see every
day.
Scenario #8
Low Reaction Volume × Negative response content × Low Social worth of a responding
brand
Imagine you are about to purchase a brand new (a vehicle name) in three days. You like the car
very much and have been excited about the purchase. Since you are thrilled about your new car
very much, you found a great photo of the car from (the manufacturer’s name) website and
posted it on Twitter. Not long after your tweet, you notice that your tweet failed to generate any
Retweets and Favorites. Your previous tweets surely evoked better reactions than this. Also, you
notice that some of your Twitter followers replied to you with negative messages, calling you a
sell-out and accusing you of doing a favor for the company. However, you just noticed that a
local auto service firm left a congratulatory message about your new (a vehicle name). You are
fairly sure that your entire network saw the comment since it was publicly made. Comments are
always welcome, but you don’t see much value in this message. That is something that you don’t
see every day.
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Scenario #1: Honda Civic
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #2: Honda Civic
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #3: Honda Civic
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #4: Honda Civic
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #3: Honda Civic
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #4: Honda Civic
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #6: Honda Civic
Low Response Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #5: Honda Civic
Low Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #8: Honda Civic
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #7: Honda Civic
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #8: Honda Civic
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #7: Honda Civic
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #1: Toyota Camry
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #2: Toyota Camry
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #3: Toyota Camry
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #4: Toyota Camry
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #5: Toyota Camry
Low Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #6: Toyota Camry
Low Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #7: Toyota Camry
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #8: Toyota Camry
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #1: Toyota Prius
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #2: Toyota Prius
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #3: Toyota Prius
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #4: Toyota Prius
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #6: Toyota Prius
Low Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #5: Toyota Prius
Low Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #8: Toyota Prius
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #7: Toyota Prius
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #1: Subaru WRX
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #2: Subaru WRX
High Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #4: Subaru WRX
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #3: Subaru WRX
High Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #5: Subaru WRX
Low Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #6: Subaru WRX
Low Reaction Volume ×
Positive response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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Scenario #7: Subaru WRX
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
High Social worth of a
responding brand

Scenario #8: Subaru WRX
Low Reaction Volume ×
Negative response content ×
Low Social worth of a
responding brand
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